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DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS 


TUESDAY, MAY 24, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND 
Witp.ire CONSERVATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON MercHant Martner AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, at 10 a. m. pursuant to notice, Hon. Frank 
W. Boykin, subcommittee chairman, presiding. 
Mr. Boyx1n. The committee will come to order. 
(The following are the bills and related material :) 
(H. R. 37 by Mr. Engle of California is identical with H. R. 597 by 
Mr. Young of Nevada, H. R. 4448 by Mr. Moss of California, and H. 
R. 5140 by Mr. Reuss of Wisconsin :) 


[H. R. 37, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 
451; 16 U. S. C. 718), as amended 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 4 of the Migratory Bird Hunting 
Stamp Act of March 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 541; 16 U. S. C. 718), as amended, is 
further amended to read as follows: 

“All moneys received for such stamps shall be accounted for by the Post Office 
Department and paid into the Treasury of the United States, and shall be re- 
served and set aside as a special fund to be known as the Migratory Bird Conser- 
vation Fund, to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior. All moneys 
received into such fund are appropriated for the following objects and shall be 
available therefor until expended: 

“(a) Not less than 40 per centum shall be available for the acquisition of land 
and water areas suitable for the breeding, nesting, and resting of migratory 
waterfowl to meet the obligation and responsibility for the protection of such 
birds provided for in the conventions with the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Ireland and with the United Mexican States. 

“(b) Not more than 45 per centum shall be available for the location, ascer- 
tainment, acquisition, administration, maintenance, and development of suitable 
areas for inviolate migratory-bird sanctuaries, under the provisions of sections 
715-715d, 715e, 715f-715k, and 715l—715r of this title, to be expended for such 
purposes in all respects as moneys appropriated pursuant to the provisions of 
said sections; for the administration, maintenance, and development of other 
refuges under the administration of the Secretary of the Interior, frequented by 
migratory game birds; and for such investigations on such refuges and elsewhere 
in regard to migratory waterfowl as the Secretary of the Interior may deem 
essential for the highest utilization of the refuges and for the protection and 
increase of these birds: Provided, That in the discretion of the Secretary of the 
Interior not to exceed 25 per centum at any one time, of any area acquired in 
accordance with the provisions of sections 718—718h of this title, may be adminis- 
tered primarily as a wildlife management area not subject to the prohibitions 
against the taking of birds, or nests or the eggs thereof, as contained in section 
715i of this title, except that no such area shall be open to the shooting of migra- 
tory birds when the population of such birds frequenting the area or in the migra- 
tions utilizing such area is on a decline, nor prior to July 1, 1952, or the date 
upon which the same has been fully developed as a management area, refuge, 
reservation, or breeding ground, whichever is later. 
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““(c) The remainder shall be available for expenses in enforcing and in execut- 
ing sections 718-718h, 715-715d, 715e, 715f-715k, 7151-715r, and 703-711 of this 
title, and any other Act to carry into effect any treaty for the protection of migra- 
tory birds, including personal services in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, 
and also including advance allotments to be made by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior to the Post Office Department at such times and in such amounts as may be 
mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of the Interior and the Postmaster 
General for direct expenditure by the Post Office Department for engraving, 
printing, issuing, selling, and accounting for migratory bird hunting stamps and 
moneys received from the sale thereof, personal services in the District of 
Columbia and elsewhere, and for such other expenses as may be necessary in 
executing the duties and functions required of the postal service by sections 
718—718h of this title: Provided, That the protection of said inviolate migratory- 
bird sanctuaries shall be, so far as possible, under section 715p of this title.” 


(H. R. 2142 by Mr. Johnson of Wisconsin is similar to H. R. 37, 
H. R. 597, H. R. 4448, and H. R. 5140:) 


[H. R. 2142, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act so as to earmark not less than 
40 per centum of duck-stamp receipts for the refuge-acquisition program 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 4 of the Migratory Bird Hunting 
Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, as amnded (16 U. S. C., sec. 718d), is amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. All moneys received for such stamps shall be accounted for by the 
Post Office Department and paid into the Treasury of the United States, and 
shall be reserved and set aside as a special fund to be known as the migratory 
bird conservation fund, to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior. All 
moneys received into such fund are appropriated for the following objects and 
shall be available therefor until expended: 

“(a) Not less than 40 per centum shall be available for the aquisition of 
land and water areas suitable for the breeding, nesting, and resting of migratory 
waterfowl to meet the obligation and responsibility for the protection of such 
birds provided for in the conventions with the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Ireland and with the United Mexican States. 

“(b) Not less than 45 per centum shall be available for the location, ascertain- 
ment, acquisition, administration, maintenance, and development of suitable 
areas for inviolate migratory-bird sanctuaries, under the provisions of the Mi- 
gratory Bird Conservation Act, to be expended for such purposes in all respects 
as moneys appropriated pursuant to the provisions of such Act; for the admin- 
istration, maintenance, and development of other refuges under the administra- 
tion of the Secretary of the Interior, frequented by migratory game birds; and 
for such investigations on such refuges and elsewhere in regard to migratory 
waterfowl as the Secretary of the Interior may deem essential for the highest 
utilization of the refuges and for the protection and increase of these birds: 
Provided, That in the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior not to exceed 
25 per centum at any one time, of any area acquired in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act, may be administered primarily as a wildlife management 
area not subject to the prohibitions against the taking of birds, or nests or the 
eggs thereof, as contained in section 10 of the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Act of February 18, 1929 (45 Stat. 1222; 16 U. S. C. 715i), as amended, except 
that no such area shall be open to the shooting of migratory birds when the 
population of such birds frequenting the area or in the migrations utilizing 
such area is on a decline, nor prior to July 1, 1952, or the date upon which the 
same has been fully developed as a management area, refuge, reservation, or 
breeding ground, whichever is later. 

“(c) The remainder shall be available for expenses in enforcing and in execut- 
ing this Act, the Migratory Bird Conservation Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act, and any other Act to carry into effect any treaty for the protection of 
migratory birds, including personal services in the District of Columbia and 
elsewhere, and also including advance allotments to be made by the Secretary 
of the Interior to the Post Office Department at such times and in such amounts 
as may be mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of the Interior and the Post- 
master General for direct expenditure by the Post Office Department for 
engraving, printing, issuing, selling, and accounting for migratory bird hunting 
stamps and moneys received from the sale thereof, personal services in the 
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District of Columbia and elsewhere, and for such other expenses as may be 
necessary in executing the duties and functions required of the Postal Service by 
this Act: Provided, That the protection of said inviolate migratory-bird sanc- 
tuaries shall be, so far as possible, under section 17 of the Migratory Bird Con- 
servation Act of February 18, 1929.” 





[No. 3] 


Reports FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, AND 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT RELATIVE TO H. R. 37, H. R. 597 (HH. R. 4448 anpb H. R. 
5140, IDENTICAL BiLts), AND H. R. 2142, TO AMEND THE MiGrRatTorRY Brrp 
Hunting Stamp Act oF Marcu 16, 1934 (48 Star. 451; 16 U. 8S. C. 718), As 
AMENDED 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 4, 1955. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. BoNNER: Your committee has requested reports on H. R. 37, 
H. R. 597, and H. R. 2142, all of which would amend the Migratory Bird Hunting 
Stamp Act of March 16, 19384 (48 Stat. 451; 16 U. 8S. C. 718), as amended. These 
bills would direct (a) that not less than 40 percent of all moneys received into the 
spevial fund known as the migratory bird conservation fund shall be available 
for acquisition of land and water areas suitable for the breeding, nesting, and 
resting of migratory waterfowl; (b) that not more than 45 percent shall be 
available for the location, ascertainment, acquisition, administration, mainte- 
nance, and development of suitable areas for inviolate migratory bird sanctu- 
aries; and (c) that the remainder shall be available for expenses in enforcing 
and executing the act. 

We recommend that this proposed legislation be not enacted. 

The Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (16 U. S. C. 718) now provides that not 
less than 8&5 percent of the funds obtained from the sale of migratory-bird 
hunting stamps shall be available for the location, ascertainment, acquisition, 
administration, maintenance, and development of suitable areas for inviolate 
migratory-bird sanctuaries. The act provides that the remainder, 15 percent, 
shall be available for expenses in enforcing and executing the act. 

As previously indicated, the effect of this proposed legislation would be to 
establish a new formula governing the use of the major portion of the migratory 
bird conservation fund. This new formula would require the use and expendi- 
ture of 40 percent of the fund solely for the purpose of acquiring land for water- 
fowl purposes. This drastic revision in the established formula governing the 
disposition of the fund, in our opinion, would be inadvisable. This Department 
is in hearty accord with the objective of acquiring more land for waterfowl 
refuge purposes. We feel, however, from our long experience in administering 
the fund, that this proposed legislation, requiring the use for a single purpose 
of a fixed percentage of the funds derived from the sale of hunting stamps would 
be inadvisable. Additional lands that are needed, in our opinion, should be 
acquired either from general appropriations or from funds to be derived from an 
increase in the price of the stamps. Funds now available for the several pur- 
poses of the act are very inadequate, consequently, a redistribution of such 
limited funds as prescribed by this proposed legislation would jeopardize the 
operation and maintenance of existing refuges. 

Enactment of this proposed legislation would destroy the essential flexibility 
in the present law governing the use of duck-stamp funds. The present flexibility 
that is permitted in the use of duck-stamp funds under the present law has been 
largely responsible for the success of the waterfowl] refuge program to date. 
For example, at the time of enactment of the law, there were ample emergency 
funds for the purchase of land and there existed an abundant supply of CCC, 
WPA, and other emergency relief labor. There also existed, however, a dire 
shortage of Federal funds for the purchase of supplies, equipment, and materials. 
Here, the duck-stamp moneys were used to great advantage for the purchase of 
fencing material, reinforced steel, cement, water-control structures, draglines, 
bulldozers, and other necessary items. These funds became the key to the use 
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of emergency relief labor for the development of the growing thousands of acres 
of land then being purchased with other funds. 

During succeeding years, as WPA workers returned to private in@ustry and 
as the CCC camps were disbanded, the duck-stamp funds and the regular annual 
appropriations became the sole source of support for the waterfowl refuge pro- 
gram. By 1939, all appropriated and emergency funds for the purchase of land 
were obligated. The migratory waterfowl stamp receipts became the onty funds 
available for land purchase and they also constituted a large portion of the 
moneys available for the development, operation, and maintenance of refuges 
previously acquired. Thus, in subsequent years, the land-purchase program has 
by necessity resolved into one of purchasing key tracts, either in areas where new 
refuges are sorely needed, or to round out and complete refuges which had been 
partially acquired during the burst of activity in the early days of refuge 
expansion. 

Over the years, as new areas came under our administration, particularly 
under the authority of the so-called Coordination Act (60 Stat. 1080), this 
Department has endeavored to secure funds for the development, operation, and 
maintenance of the new projects. The requirements for economy have reduced 
direct appropriations, thereby necessitating the use of duck-stamp funds instead 
of regular appropriations. As a result, the present waterfowl program is being 
carried virtually in its entirety from duck-stamp revenues, refuge receipts, and 
reversions from unexpended Pittman-Robertson funds. Almost all of the regu- 
larly appropriated funds now available through annual appropriation acts for 
refuge purposes are needed for the maintenance and operation of big-game and 
upland-game areas for which duck-stamp funds cannot be used. 

In conclusion, it is my opinion that there exists a great need for the establish- 
ment of new waterfowl refuges and the acquisition of extensive acreages for 
waterfowl projects. While the United States now owns and administers through 
this Department approximately 31% million acres of waterfowl areas, an addi- 
tional 4 million acres would be required to meet current needs. In this connec- 
tion, our experience has shown that the expansion of this program should pro- 
ceed on an orderly basis; large acreages should be brought into Federal owner- 
ship for these purposes only when funds are provided also for the development 
and administration of such lands. The bills to which this report refers would 
require the expenditure of a very substantial portion of the duck-stamp funds 
for the single purpose of land acquisition, thereby resulting in lands being 
brought under the control of this Department that we would be unable to 
develop or administer for the purposes in question, unless, of course, adequate 
funds are to be provided for the development and management of such lands. 
Unless this could be accomplished, these additional lands would contribute little 
toward the conduct of an effective waterfowl refuge program. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FELIx FE. WORMSER, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 2, 1955. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of 
the Bureau of the Budget with respect to H. R. 37 and H. R. 597, bills to amend 
the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 451; 16 
U. S. C. 718), as amended, and H. R. 2142, a bill to amend the Migratory Bird 
Hunting Stamp Act so as to earmark not less than 40 percent of duck-stamp 
receipts for the refuge-acquisition program. 

These bills would all amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 
16, 1934 (48 Stat. 451; 16 U. 8. C. 718). That act, as amended, requires all persons 
over 16 years of age hunting migratory waterfowl to have in their possession a 
Federal hunting stamp. Proceeds from the sale of these stamps are deposited 
into a special fund known as the migratory bird conservation fund and are 
available for use in (1) defraying the expenses of the sale of stamps, (2) 
enforcement of the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act, and 
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(3) acquisition, development, and maintenance of a system of inviolate migra- 
tory bird sanctuaries. Under the terms of the act, not less than 85 percent of 
funds deposited must be used for refuge purposes. The remainder may be used 
to defray printing and distribution costs and for enforcement purposes. 

H. R. 37, H. R. 597, and H. R. 2142 would amend this act by making not less 
than 40 percent of the funds deposited in the migratory bird conservation fund 
available for the acquisition of land and water areas suitable for the breeding, 
nesting, and resting of migratory waterfowl, and not more than 45 percent of the 
funds so deposited for the acquisition, development, and maintenance of inviolate 
migratory-bird sanctuaries. 

The Bureau of the Budget does not fully understand the distinction between 
the language proposed in these bills to be added to the Hunting Stamp Act as 
subsection 4 (a) and the language to be contained in subsection (b). Both 
subsections apparently authorize the use of hunting-stamp revenues for land 
acquisition. The language in the second subsection, which is similar to the 
working of the present law, would authorize the acquisition of areas suitable for 
inviolate migratory-bird sanctuaries, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Migratory Bird Conservation Act. The language in the first subsection, which 
the bills would add to the existing law, would authorize the acquisition of areas 
suitable for the breeding, nesting, and resting of migratory waterfowl without 
reference to the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. Among 
other things, the Migratory Bird Conservation Act requires that land purchases 
be approved prior to consummation by the Migratory Bird Conservation Com- 
mission which consists of the Secretaries of Commerce, Agriculture, and the 
Interior, together with two Members each of the House and Senate. It is not 
clear whether or not these bills intend to authorize land purchases without the 
approval of this body but it would appear that the language could be so inter- 
preted. If Congress desires to change the character of the migratory waterfowl 
refuge system and the procedures under which it is acquired and developed, 
it would be, in our opinion, better to redraft both the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Act and the Hunting Stamp Act. As presently written, the provisions of subsec- 
tion (a) in these bills would be difficult to interpret in the context of the existing 
law and could create extremely difficult administrative situations. 

In addition to the ambiguity noted above, the Bureau of the Budget finds 
these proposals objectionable on several counts. In the first place, the Bureau 
upposes the earmarking of revenues for specific purposes. This practice not only 
complicates the business of keeping records, but also serves as an impediment 
to good programing and the efficient use of available funds. The fish and 
wildlife program is already burdened with more than its share of special funds, 
limitations, and earmarked revenues. The addition of another would still further 
complicate what is now a difficult budgetary problem, 

Legislation to earmark funds for land acquisition would have a particularly 
serious effect on the migratory waterfowl program. Modern waterfowl manage- 
ment practices recognize the necessity for developing raw lands into effective 
wildlife areas. This development, in many cases, costs more than the land 
itself. Once developed, refuges must be maintained and operated if they are to 
continue to provide the cover and food necessary to support wildlife populations. 
These activities also cost money. Under the restrictive limits of recent budgetary 
policies, it is doubtful if the existing refuge areas could have been put to optimum 
use if it had not been possible to utilize portions of the hunting-stamp revenues 
for development and maintenance. 

There has been considerable criticism of the so-called failure to acquire suffi- 
cient refuge areas. This office recognizes the need in certain areas for some 
means to offset the disappearance of natural habitat. We are not convinced 
that this can be accomplished merely by appropriating more money for land 
acquisition. It should be noted that to date the availability of funds has not 
been the limiting factor in the acquisition of additional land. There are today 
nearly $1 million programed for land acquisition but not obligated largely 
because the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission has not seen fit to grant 
the necessary authorizations. Land values in recent years have soared to the 
point where the Commission, at least, does not think it would be feasible to 
acquire them for waterfowl purposes. 

The basic problem confronting those interested in the preservation and utiliza- 
tion of waterfowl today is the rapid spread of drainage activities which are 
drying up areas formerly frequented by waterfowl populations. It is doubtful 
that the Government could ever acquire lands suitable for wildlife purposes 
in sufficient quantity to completely offset the number of acres being lost to wild- 
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life under current drainage programs. One of the answers to this problem lies 
in the more intensive use of existing areas. Another lies in developing some 
method of preventing the drainage of remaining areas which are particularly de- 
sirable from a wildlife standpoint. Neither of these purposes would be served 
by the proposed amendments to the Hunting Stamp Act. 

Under these circumstances, you are advised that the Bureau of the Budget 
recommends that H. R. 37, H. R. 597, and H. R. 2142 not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
DoNnALD R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington 25, February 17, 1955. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

My DrArR Mk CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your requests for the views of 
the Treasury Department on H. R. 37, H. R. 597, and H. R. 2142, similar bills 
to amend section 4 of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 
1934, as amended (16 U, S. C. 718d). 

The proposed legislation would amend section 4 of the Migratory Bird Hunt- 
ing Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, as amended, by adding a subsection which 
would make at least 40 percent of the moneys received from the sale of such 
stamps available for the acquisition of land and water areas suitable for the 
breeding, nesting, and resting of migratory waterfowl to meet the obligation 
and responsibility for the protection of such birds provided for in the conventions 
with the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and with the United 
Mexican States. The amount available from the moneys received from the sale 
of such stamps for the location, ascertainment, acquisition, administration, 
maintenance, and development of suitable areas for inviolate migratory-bird 
sanctuaries and certain other purposes under existing provisions of the act 
would be correspondingiy reduced. 

The Treasury Department has no comments to make with respect to the merits 
of the bills. 

Very truly yours, 
Davip W. KENDALL, 
General Counsel. 


(H. R. 162 by Mr. Price of Illinois is identical to H. R. 598 by Mr. 
Young of Nevada:) 


[H. R. 162, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife-restoration 
projects, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That under the provisions of the Act of Sep- 
tember 2, 1937 (Public, Numbered 415, Seventy-fifth Congress), there are unap- 
propriated receipts toalling $13,467,468.61 in the Treasury as a special fund 
known as the Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Fund, which is hereby au- 
thorized to be appropriated and made available until expended for the purposes 
of this Act. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the 
States, through their respective State fish and game departments, in wildlife- 
restoration projects as hereinafter set forth; but no money apportioned under 
this Act to any State shall be expended therein until its legislature, or other State 
agency authorized by the State constitution to make laws governing the conserva- 
tion of wildlife, shall have assented to the provision of this Act and shall have 
passed laws for the conservation of wildlife which shall include a prohibition 
against the diversion of license fees paid by hunters for any other purpose than 
the administration of said State fish and game department, except that, until 
the final adjournment of the first regular session of the legislature held after 
the passage of this Act, the assent of the Governor of the State shall be sufficient : 
Provided, however, That any State which shall have previously assented to the 
provisions of the Act of September 2, 1937 (Public, Numbered 415, Seventy-fifth 
Congress), shall be eligible to participate in the provisions of this Act: Provided 
further, That it meets the other requirements of this section. The Secretary of 
the Interior and the State fish and game department of each State accepting the 
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benefits of this Act shall agree upon the wildlife-restoration projects to be aided 
in such State under the terms of this Act and all projects shall conform to the 
standards fixed by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this Act the term “wildlife-restoration project” 
shall be construed to mean and include the development of wildlife management 
areas, the selection, restoration, rehabilitation, and improvement of areas of 
land or water adaptable as feeding, resting, or breeding places for wildlife, in- 
cluding acquisition by purchase, condemnation, lease, or gift of such areas or 
estate or interests therein as are suitable or capable of being made suitable 
therefor, and the construction thereon or therein of such works as may be neces- 
sary to make them available for such purposes and also including such research 
into problems of wildlife management as may be necessary to efficient administra- 
tion affecting wildlife resources, and such preliminary or incidental costs and 
expenses as may be incurred in and about such projects; the term “State fish and 
game department” shall be construed to mean and include any department or 
division of department of another name, or commission, or official or officials, 
of a State empowered under its laws to exercise the functions ordinarily exer- 
cised by a State fish and game department. 

Sec. 4. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the next fiscal year, 
after the passage of this Act, 20 per centum of the unappropriated and unex- 
pended balance of $13,467,468.61 to aid the States in the development of wildlife- 
management areas and wildlife-restoration projects as provided in section 3 of 
this Act. Each fiscal year thereafter for the next four years there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated an additional 20 per centum until the unappro- 
priated and unexpended balance in said fund is exhausted. All of said authori- 
zations when appropriated shall be made available until expended for the 
purposes of this Act. So much of such appropriation apportioned to any State 
for any fiscal year as remains unexpended at the close thereof is authorized to 
be made available for expenditure in that State until the close of the succeeding 
fiscal year. Any amount apportioned to any State under the provisions of this 
Act which is unexpended or unobligated at the end of the period during which 
it is available for expenditure on any project is authorized to be made available 
for expenditure by the Secretary of the Interior in carrying out the provisions 
of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act: Provided, That the apportionment made 
to any State from year to year shall be allowed to accumulate during the whole 
period of distribution so as to be available for use on a larger project than might 
otherwise be possible, should the State so elect to use its apportionment in this 
manner. The Secretary of the Interior shall apportion the amount appropriated 
from said fund for each fiscal year among the several States in the following 
manner, that is to say, one-half in the ratio which the area of each State bears 
to the total area of all the States and one-half in the ratio which the number of 
paid hunting-license holders of each State in the preceding fiscal year, as certified 
to said Secretary by the State fish and game departments, bears to the total 
number of paid hunting-license holders of all the States: Provided, That such 
apportionments shall be adjusted equitably so that no State shall receive less 
than one-half of 1 per centum nor more than 5 per centum of the total amount 
apportioned to all of the States: Provided further, That where the apportion- 
ment to any State under this section is less than $4,500 annually, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall allocate not more than $4,500 of said appropriation to said 
State to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 5. Within sixty days after the approval of this Act the Secretary of the 
Interior shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury and to each State fish 
and game department the sum which he has apportioned to each State for the 
fiscal year next succeeding the passage of this Act, and on or before February 20 
next preceding the commencement of each succeeding fiscal year shall make like 
certificates for such fiscal year. Any State desiring to avail itself of the benefits 
of this Act shall notify the Secretary of the Interior to this effect within sixty 
days after it has received the certification referred to in this section. The sum 
apportioned to any State which fails to notify the Secretary of the Interior as 
herein provided is authorized to be made available for the expenditure by the 
Secretary of the Interior in carrying out the provisions of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act. 

Sec. 6. Any State desiring to avail itself of the benefits of this Act shall by 
its State fish and game department submit to the Secretary of the Interior full 
and detailed statements of any wildlife-management area or wildlife-restoration 
projects proposed for that State. If the Secretary of the Interior finds that such 
project meets with the standards set up by him and approves said project, the 
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State fish and game department shall furnish to him such surveys, plans, speci- 
fications, and estimates therefor as he may require: Provided, however, That the 
Secretary of the Interior shall approve only such projects as may be substantial 
in character and design and the expenditure of funds hereby authorized shall 
be applied only to such approved projects and if otherwise applied they shall be 
replaced by the State before it may participate in any further apportionment 
under this Act. Items included for engineering, inspection, and unforeseen 
contingencies in connection with any works to be constructed shall not exceed 
10 per centum of the cost of such works and shall be paid by the State. If the 
Secretary of the Interior approves the plans, specifications, and estimates for 
the project, he shall notify the State fish and game department. No payment of 
any money apportioned under this Act shall be made on any project until such 
statement of the project and the plans, specifications, and estimates thereof 
shall have been submitted to and approved by the Secretary of the Interior. 

SEc. 7. When the Secretary of the Interior shall find that any project approved 
by him has been completed or, if involving research relating to wildlife is being 
conducted, in compliance with said plans and specifications, he shall cause to 
be paid to the proper authority of said State the amount set aside for said proj- 
ect: Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior may, in his discretion, from 
time to time, make payments on said project as the same progresses. Any con- 
struction work and labor in each State shall be performed in accordance with 
its laws and under the direct supervision of the State fish and game department, 
subject to the inspection and approval of the Secretary of the Interior and in 
accordance with rules and regulations made pursuant to this Act. The Secre- 
tary of the Interior and the State fish and game department of each State may 
jointly determine at what times and in what amounts payments, as work prog- 
resses, shall be made under this Act. Such payments shall be made by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, against the said fund to such official or officials, or deposi- 
tory, as may be designated by the State fish and game department and authorized 
uncer the laws of the State to receive public funds of the State. 

Sec. 8. To maintain wildlife-management areas or wildlife-restoration projects 
established under the provisions of this Act shall be the duty of the States ac- 
cording to their respective laws. 

Sec. 9. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the Alaska 
Game Commission, the Division of Game and Fish of the Board of Commission- 
ers of Agriculture and Forestry of Hawaii, the Commissioner of Agriculture and 
Commerce of Puerto Rico, and the Governor of the Virgin Islands, in the conduct 
of wildlife-restoration projects, as defined in section 3 of this Act, upon such 
te~ms and conditions as he shall deem fair, just, and equitable, and is authorized 
to apportion to said Territories, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, out of 
m: ney available for apportionment under this Act, such sums as he shall deter- 
m ne, not exceeding $25,000 for Alaska, and $10,000 each for Hawaii, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands, in any one year, which apportionments, when made, 
shall be deducted before making the apportionments to the States provided for 
by this Act. Any unexpended or unobligated balance of any apportionment made 
pursuant to this section shall be available for expenditure in the Territories, 
Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands, as the case may be, in the succeeding year, 
on any approved project, and if unexpended or unobligated at the end of such 
year is authorized to be made available for expenditure by the Secretary of the 
Interior in carrying out the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. 

Sec. 10. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make rules and regula- 
tions for carrying out the provisions of this Act. 


(H. R. 3895 by Mr. Dingell of Michigan is similar to H. R. 162 
and H. R. 598 and bears the same title :) 


[H. R. 3895, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife-restoration 
projects, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That under the provisions of the Act of 
September 2, 1937 (Public, Numbered 415, Seventy-fifth Congress), there is 
an unappropriated and unexpended balance of $13,467,468.71 in the Treasury 
as a special fund known as the Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Fund, which 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated and made available until expended 
for the purposes of this Act. 
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Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with 
the States, through their respective State fish and game departments, in wild- 
life-restoration projects as hereinafter set forth; but no money apportioned 
under this Act to any State shall be expended therein until its legislature, or 
other State agency authorized by the State constitution to make laws govern- 
ing the conservation of wildlife, shall have assented to the provision of this 
Act and shall have passed laws for the conservation of wildlife which shall 
include a prohibition against the diversion of license fees paid by hunters for 
any other purpose than the administration of said State fish and game depart- 
ment, except that, until the final adjournment of the first regular session of the 
legislature held after the passage of this Act, the assent of the Governor of 
the State shall be sufficient: Provided, however, That any State which shall 
have previously assented to the provisions of the Act of September 2, 1937 
(Public, Numbered 415, Seventy-fifth Congress), shall be eligible to partici- 
pate in the provisions of this Act: Provided further, That it meets the other 
requirements of this section. The Secretary of the Interior and the State fish 
and game department of each State accepting the benefits of this Act shall agree 
upon the wildlife-restoration projects to be aided in such State under the terms 
of this Act and all projects shall conform to the standards fixed by the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this Act the term “wildlife-restoration project” 
shall be construed to mean and include the development of wildlife manage- 
ment areas, the selection, restoration, rehabilitation, and improvement of areas 
of land or water adaptable as feeding, resting, or breeding places for wildlife, 
including acquisition by purchase, condemnation, lease, or gift of such areas 
or estates or interests therein as are suitable or capable of being made suit- 
able therefor, and the construction thereon or therein of such works as may be 
necessary to make them available for such purposes and also including such 
research into problems of wildlife management as may be necessary to efficient 
administration affecting wildlife resources, and such preliminary or incidental 
costs and expenses as may be incurred in and about such project; the term 
“State fish and game department” shall be construed to mean and include any 
department or division of department of another name, or commission, or official 
or officials, of a State empowered under its laws to exercise the functions 
ordinarily exercised by a State fish and game department. 

Sec. 3. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the next fiscal year 
after the passage of this Act 20 per centum of the unappropriated and unex- 
pended balance of $13,467,468.71 to aid the States in the development of wild- 
life-management areas and wildlife-restoration projects as provided in section 3 
of this Act. Each fiscal year thereafter for the next four years there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated an additional 20 per centum until the unappro- 
priated and unexpended balance in said fund is exhausted. All of said authori- 
zations when appropriated shall be made available until expended for the 
purposes of this Act. So much of such appropriation apportioned to any State 
for any fiscal year as remains unexpended at the close thereof is authorized 
to be made available for expenditure in that State until the close of the suc- 
ceeding fiscal year. Any amount apportioned to any State under the provisions 
of this Act which is unexpended or unobligated at the end of the period during 
which it is available for expenditure on any project is authorized to be made 
available for expenditure by the Secretary of the Interior in carrying out the 
provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act: Provided, That the appor- 
tionment made to any State from year to year shall be allowed to accumulate 
during the whole period of distribution so as to be available for use on a 
larger project than might otherwise be possible, should the State so elect to 
use its apportionment in this manner. The Secretary of the Interior shall 
apportion the amount appropriated from said fund for each fiscal year among 
the several States in the following manner, that is to say, one-half in the ratio 
which the area of each State bears to the total area of all the States and one 
half in the ratio which the number of paid hunting-license holders of each 
State in the preceding fiscal year, as certified to said Secretary by the State 
fish and game departments, bears to the total number of paid hunting 'icense 
holders of all the States: Provided, That such apportionments shall be adjusted 
equitably so that no State shall receive less than one-half of 1 per centum nor 
more than 5 per centum of the total amount apportioned to all of the States: 
Provided further, That where the apportionment to any State under this seec- 
tion is less than $4,500 annually, the Secretary of the Interior shall allocate 
not more than $4,500 of said appropriation to said State to carry out the purposes 
of this Act. 
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Sec. 5. Within sixty days after the approval of this Act the Secretary of the 
Interior shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury and to each State fish and 
game department the sum which he has apportioned to each State for the fiscal 
year next succeeding the passage of this Act, and on or before February 20 next 
preceding the commencement of each succeeding fiscal year shall make like cer- 
tificates for such fiscal year. Any State desiring to avail itself of the benefits 
of this Act shall notify the Secretary of the Interior to this effect within sixty 
days after it has received the certification referred to in this section. The sum 
apportioned to any State which fails to notify the Secretary of the Interior as 
herein provided is authorized to be made available for the expenditure by the 
Secretary of the Interior in carrying out the provisions of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act. 

Sec. 6. Any State desiring to avail itself of the benefits of this Act shall by 
its State fish and game department submit to the Secretary of the Interior full 
and detailed statements of any wildlife-management area or wildlife-restoration 
projects proposed for that State. If the Secretary of the Interior finds that such 
project meets with the standards set up by him and approves said project, the 
State fish and game department shall furnish to him such surveys, plans, specifi- 
cations, and estimates therefor as he may require: Provided, however, That the 
Secretary of the Interior shall approve only such projects as may be substantial 
in character and design and the expenditure of funds hereby authorized shall be 
applied only to such approved projects and if otherwise applied they shall be 
replaced by the State before it may participate in any further apportionment 
under this Act. Items included for engineering, inspection, and unforeseen con- 
tingencies in connection with any works to be constructed shall not exceed 10 
per centum of the cost of such works and shall be paid by the State. If the ; 
Secretary of the Interior approves the plans, specifications, and estimates for ; 
the project, he shall notify the State fish and game department and immediately j 
certify the fact to the Secretary of the Treasury. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall thereupon set aside so much of said fund as represents the cost of such 
project. No payment of any money apportioned under this Act shall be made ! 
on any project until such statement of the project and the plans, specifications, 
and estimates thereof shall have been submitted to and approved by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior. 

Sec. 7. When the Secretary of the Interior shall find that any project approved 
by him has been completed or, if involving research relating to wildlife is being 
conducted, in compliance with said plans and specifications, he shall cause to 
be paid to the proper authority of said State the amount set aside for said project: 
Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior may, in his descretion, from time to 
time, make payments on said project as the same progresses. Any construction 
work and labor in each State shall be performed in accordance with its laws 
and under the direct supervision of the State fish and game department, subject 
to the inspection and approval of the Secretary of the Interior and in accordance 
with rules and regulations made pursuant to this Act. The Secretary of the 
Interior and the State fish and game department of each State may jointly deter- 
mine at what times and in what amounts payments, as work progresses, shall 
be made under this Act. Such payments shall be made by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, on warrants drawn by the Secretary of the Interior against the said 
fund to such official or officials, or depository, as may be designated by the 
State fish and game department and authorized under the laws of the State to 
receive public funds of the State. 

Sec. 8. To maintain wildlife-management areas or wildlife-restoration projects 
established under the provisions of this Act shall be the duty of the States ac- 
cording to their respective laws. 
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Sec. 9. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the ‘ 
Alaska Game Commission, the Division of Game and Fish of the Board of Com- ; 
missioners of Agriculture and Forestry of Hawaii, the Commissioner of Agri- j 


culture and Commerce of Puerto Rico, and the Governor of the Virgin Islands, in 
the conduct of wildlife-restoration projects, as defined in section 3 of this Act, 
upon such terms and conditions as he shall deem fair, just, and equitable, and is 
authorized to apportion to said Territories, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, 
out of money available for apportionment under this Act, such sums as he shall 
determine, not exceeding $25,000 for Alaska, and $10,000 each for Hawaii, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands in any one year, which apportionments, when made, 
shall be deducted before making the apportionments to the States provided for by 
this Act. Any unexpended or unobligated balance of any apportionment made 
pursuant to this section shall be available for expenditure in the Territories, 





— 


he 
m- 
Ti- 

in 
ct, 


Is, 
all 
‘to 
le, 
by 
de 
aS, 


presences 


A Patience its ma 


DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS ll 


Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands, as the case may be, in the succeeding year, on 
any approved project, and if unexpended or unobligated at the end of such year 
is authorized to be made available for expenditure to the Secretary of the Interior 
in carrying out the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. 

Sec. 10. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make rules and regula- 
tions for carrying out the provisions of this Act. 


(H. R. 4298 by Mr. Miller of California is identical to H. R. 3257 
by Mr. Metcalf of Montana:) 


[H. R. 4298, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Wildlife Restoration Act (16 U. S. C., sees. 669-6691) by providing 
that the amount of money currently in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund shall 
be available for use during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, defining ‘wildlife 
restoration project,” and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act 
to provide that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife restoration 
projects, and for other purposes”, approved September 2, 1937, as amended (16 
U. S. C., secs. 669-6691), is amended by striking out the word “and” between 
“rehabilitation and improvement’ in the first sentence of the section, and 
inserting after “improvement” the following: “and management exclusive of 
law enforcement and public relations”. 

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provision of the Act of September 2, 1937, 
the amount accruing to the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and the amount accruing to such fund during 
each fiscal year thereafter, shall be available for use by the States under the 
provisions of such Act of September 2, 1937, during the second fiscal year 
following the fiscal year in which such amount accrued to the Federal aid to 
wildlife restoration fund. For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, in lieu 
of any other amounts otherwise apportioned to the State under the provisions 
of the Act of September 2, 1937, as amended, the sum of $13,467,468.61, which 
has been set apart in the Treasury in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration 
fund under authority of the Act is hereby made available for use by the States 
in accordance with the provisions and under the apportionment formula set 
forth in such Act of September 2, 1937. 


[No. 2] 


REPORTS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU 
OF THE BUDGET, AND THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, CONCERN- 
ING H. R. 162, H. R. 598, H. R. 3895, To ProvipE THAT THE UNITED STATES SHALL 
AID THE STATES IN WILDLIFE-RESTORATION PROJECTS, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES: 
AND H. R. 3257 (H. R. 4298 IDENTICAL BILL), To AMEND THE WILDLIFE RESTORA- 
TION Act (16 U. 8S. C., Secs. 669-6691) By ProvipDING THAT THE AMOUNT OF MoONry 
CURRENTLY IN THE FEDERAL AID TO WILDLIFE-RESTORATION FUND SHALL BE AVAIL- 
ABLE FOR USE DURING THE CURRENT FISCAL YEAR BEGINNING JULY 1, 1955, 
DEFINING ““WILDLIFE-RESTORATION PROJECT,” AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, May 4, 1955. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. BoNNER: Your committee has requested a report on H. R. 162, 
H. R. 598, and H. R. 3895, bills to provide that the United States shall aid the 
States in wildlife restoration projects, and for other purposes, and H. R. 3257, a 
bill to amend the Wildlife Restoration Act (16 U. S. C., secs. 669-6691) by pro- 
viding that the amount of money currently in the Federal aid to wildlife restora- 
tion fund shall be available for use during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, 
defining “wildlife restoration project,” and for other purposes. 

We recommend the enactment of this proposed legislation in the form of H. R. 
3257 for reasons hereafter stated in this report. 
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There has been accumulated, but not expended, the sum of $13,467,468.61 in the 
Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund. This fund was established by the 
Wildlife Restoration Act of September 2, 1937, as amended (50 Stat. 917; 16 
U. 8S. C. 669). This unexpended amount has been accumulated in the fund be- 
cause of the fact that although the act authorized annual appropriations equal to 
the revenues obtained from the excise tax on firearms, shells, and cartridges, the 
annual appropriations by the Congress during fiscal years 1939 to 1947, inclusive, 
were less than the excise tax revenues that were placed in the fund. The bills 
to which this report relates, in addition to other features as hereafter stated, 
provide for the disposition of this unappropriated fund. 

In considering these measures, a brief discussion of the Wildlife Restoration 
Act of 1937, supra, may be helpful. That act inaugurated a program of Federal 
2id to wildlife restoration that included, as its primary objective, the acquisition 
and restoration by the States of areas adaptable as feeding, resting, and breeding 
places for wildlife. It provided also for research into the problems of wildlife 
management. That program has been highly successful and the Federal portion 
of the program has been financed through the appropriation each year of revenue 
accruing from the excise tax imposed on firearms, shells, and cartridges. Alloca- 
tions of these appropriated funds are made pursuant to the act to the several 
States on the basis of a prescribed formula which takes into account the area 
of the States and the number of paid hunting license holders in the States. To 
further insure the equitable distribution of funds, no State may be apportioned 
more than 5 percent nor less than one-half of 1 percent of the total apportioned 
to all of them. Wildlife restoration projects proposed by the States and falling 
within the authorizations contained in the act, however, must be financed, in 
part, by State funds. The States are required to bear 25 percent of the cost of 
such projects. The balance of the cost may be reimbursed to the States out of 
the Federal fund. 

H. R. 3257, which we recommend be enacted, would provide suitable disposition 
of the accumulated moneys in the wildlife restoration fund consistent with the 
fiscal procedures and the formula relating to distribution of funds, established 
by the 1937 act. In addition, it would establish a more workable budgetary 
procedure than is now permitted under the terms of the act, so far as the appro- 
priation of State funds is concerned. 

Due to the fact that the amount of the revenues available for distribution to 
the States under the 1937 act is not known until several months after the end of 
each Federal fiscal year, the States now have a very inadequate period of time in 
which to obtain the appropriation of the matching 25 percent of State funds as 
prescribed by the act. H. R. 3257 would correct this system, as stated in section 
2 thereof, by providing that the amount accruing to such fund during each fiscal 
year shall be available for use by the States under the provisions of the 1937 act 
during the second fiscal year following the fiscal year in which such amount 
accrued to the fund. This will permit the efficient use of the wildlife restoration 
funds by giving the States sufficient time to perform necessary advance planning 
of restoration projects and to obtain the appropriation of the necessary State 
funds, thereby permitting utilization of the full benefits of the Wildlife Restora- 
tion Act. It will correct an administrative and budgeting problem that has 
existed ever since the enactment of the Wildlife Restoration Act of 1937. 

The unexpended balance now in the fund approximately equals the amounts 
which have been available and appropriated each year during the past few years. 
Therefore, H. R. 3257 appropriately provides that the accumulated balance in 
the fund shall be made available for the use of the States in accordance with the 
apportionment formula set forth in the act for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1955. Such funds would be apportioned in lieu of any other amounts otherwise 
apportioned to States pursuant to the act. 

An incidental but important feature of H. R. 3257 is the provision contained 
in section 1 thereof that would amend the Wildlife Restoration Act of 1937, 
supra, so that program funds may be expended on activities involving ‘“‘manage- 
ment exclusive of law enforcement and public relations.” Such an amendment 
is urgently needed because the companion restoration program in the fisheries 
field made possible by the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act of August 9, 1950 
(64 Stat. 480) authorizes the use of funds for “management” purposes. With 
these programs being administered jointly and some of the resultant projects 
combining both fish and wildlife activities, complications are experienced in the 
administration of the programs. 

H. R. 162, H. R. 598, and H. R. 3895 are contrary to the basic partnership 
formula governing Federal and State expenditures pursuant to the Wildlife 








et aaa RIDE Ra, 





| tated 6 ion 








ees ee Va coat ts Or 









e 
a 
5 


° ww ww 6 


wee eS as 


eat 


SEE BAe Sls al ee are tm a Sie ill 


2 aint 


“ocae 


i 








DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS 13 


Resturation Act of 1937, supra, and we feel, therefore, that they should not 
receive favorable consideration. These bills would make available to the 
several States, in the form of outright grants, over a 5-year period, the sum 
that has been accumulated in the fund. The enactment of such a proposal would 
a‘fect adversely the normal operation under the 1937 act, by overlapping and 
duplicating such operations. 

We are apprehensive, therefore, that the enactment of such legislation would 
lead to confusion. Federal administrative problems relating to the funds would 
be further complicated and multiplied; some of the States probably could use 
effectively all of the funds from both sources, others probably could not do so, 
and there would be some disruption in the established State-sponsored wildlife 
restoration programs. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Fevix E. WorMSER, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, March 8, 1955. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your requests for the views of 
the Treasury Department on H. R. 162 and H. R. 598, identical bills to provide 
that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife-restoration projects, and 
for other purposes. 

The bills would authorize to be appropriated for wildlife restoration for the 
next year after their passage 20 percent of the unappropriated and unexpended 
balance of $13,467,468.61 in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund and each 
fiscal year thereafter for the next 4 years an additional 20 percent until the 
unappropriated and unexpended balance in said fund is exhausted. 

The administration of the wildlife program is a responsibility of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and this Department is not in a position to comment on the 
merits of the proposed legislation. However, in the light of the condition of the 
budget, any proposal which would involve an additional cash outlay from the 
Treasury should be reviewed carefully to determine whether it is necessary. 

In the event the bills should receive favorable consideration by your commit- 
tee, it is believed the following changes should be made in them: 

1. AS payments by the Treasury are made on the basis of duly certified 
vouchers, the additional certification ‘to the Secretary of the Treasury provided 
for in the first sentence of section 5 would serve no useful purpose, and it is 
recommended that the words “to the Secretary of the Treasury and” in lines 
13 and 14, page 5 of H. R. 162 and in lines 15 and 16, page 5 of H. R. 598, be 
deleted. 

2. In line with the above suggestion, it is suggested that the following language 
be added after the word “Treasury” in line 21, of page 7 of H. R. 162, and in 
line 24, page 7 of H. R. 598: “on vouchers duly certified by the Secretary of the 
Interior.” 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no 
objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
A. N. OVERBY, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, April 1, 1955. 
Hon. riERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the request of your committee 
for the views of the Treasury Department on H. R. 3895, a bill to provide that 
the United States shall aid the States in wildlife-restoration projects, and for 
other purposes. 

The bill would authorize to be appropriated for wildlife restoration for the 
next year after its passage 20 percent of the unexpended balance of $13,467,- 
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468.61 in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund and each fiscal year there- 
after for the next 4 years an additional 20 percent until the unexpended balance 
in said fund is exhausted. The amounts authorized to be appropriated would be 
in addition to those presently appropriated for wildlife-restoration projects by 
the act of September 6, 1950, which appropriates for each year amounts equal 
to the sums credited to the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund during the 
preceding fiscal year. 

The administration of the wildlife program is a responsibility of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and this Department is not in a position to comment on 
the merits of the proposed legislation. 

A memorandum setting forth certain technical changes in the bill which it is 
thought advisable to make is attached hereto. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
W. RANDOLPH BURGESS, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


MEMORANDUM 


Re H. R. 3895, a bill to provide that the United States shall aid the States in 
wildlife-restoration projects, and for other purposes. 

In the event the bill should receive favorable consideration by the committee, 
it is believed the following changes should be made in it. 

1. The amount of $13,467,468.71 where it appears on line 6 of section 1 and 
line 22 of section 4, should be $13,467,468.61. 

2. As the certification to the Secretary of the Treasury provided for in the 
first sentence of section 5 would serve no useful purpose, it is recommended that 
the words “to the Secretary of the Treasury and” in lines 14 and 15, page 5, 
be deleted. 

3. For the same reason it is recommended that the following language be 
deleted from section 6, beginning with line 1, page 7: “and immediately certify 
the fact to the Secretary of the Treasury. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
thereupon set aside so much of said fund as represents the cost of such project.” 

4. Inasmuch as payments are made by disbursing officers of the Treasury 
Department on vouchers certified by administrative agencies, it is recommended 
that the words “warrants drawn” in section 7, lines 1 and 2, page 8, be deleted and 
the words “vouchers duly certified” be substituted therefor. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington 25, March 9, 1955. 
Hon. HernErt C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representative, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views 
of the Treasury Department on H. R. 3257, a bill to amend the Wildlife Restora- 
tion Act (16 U.S. C., secs. 669-6591) by providing that the amount of money 
currently in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund shall be available for 
use during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, defining “wildlife restoration 
project,” and for other purposes. 

Section 2 of the bill appears to have 2 purposes. First, it would provide that 
the amount accruing to the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund during the 
fiecal year 1955 and each fiscal year thereafter shall be available for use during 
the second fiscal year following the fiscal year in which it accrued, rather than 
in the fiscal year immediately following as provided by existing legislation. 
Second, the sum of $13,467,468.61, which was credited to the fund in prior years 
and has not heretofore been appropriated, would be made available for use in 
fiscal year 1956. The act of September 6, 1950, appropriated for each year 
amounts equal to the sums credited to the fund during the preceding fiscal year. 
It is the purpose of the proposal to make what appear to be new appropriations, 
as outlined above, the permanent indefinite appropriation made by the act of 
September 6, 1950, should be repealed. 

The administration of the wildlife program is a responsibility of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and this Department is not familiar with the needs for the 
proposed legislation. 
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The department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 
Very truly yours, 
A. N. OVERBY, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 4, 1955. 


Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letters requesting the 
views of this Bureau on H. R. 162 and H. R. 598, bills to provide that the United 
States shall aid the States in wildlife-restoration projects, and for other pur- 
poses, and H. R. 3257, a bill to amend the Wildlife Restoration Act (16 U. 8. C., 
secs. 669-6691) by providing that the amount of money currently in the Federa 
aid to wildlife restoration fund shall be available for use during the tiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1955, defining “wildlife restoration project,” and for other 
purposes. 

The act of September 2, 1937 (50 Stat. 917: 16 U. S. C. 669), as amended, in- 
augurated a program of Federal aid in wildlife restoration that included, as its 
primary objective, the acquisition and restoration by the States areas adaptable 
as feeding, resting, and breeding places for wildlife. Under the terms of the 
act, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make available to the various 
States 75 percent of the costs of wildlife restoration projects provided the State 
is willing to contribute the remaining 25 percent. Funds allocated to the States 
for these purposes but not used 2 years after the date allocated revert to the 
Federal Government for use on other activities. The program is financed from 
a special fund, known as the Federal! aid to wildlife restoration fund, in which 
an amount is set aside each year equal to the Federal excise taxes on firearms, 
shells, and cartridges. Up until 1951, the amounts required to carry out the 
purposes of the act were appropriated from the fund annually. In some in- 
stances notably during the period of World War II, the appropriations did not 
equal the revenues and a balance accumulated. In 1951, receipts collected in 
each fiscal year were permanently appropriated for use in the following fiscal 
year. 

The subject bills are concerned with the balance which accumulated in the 
Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund prior to the time the permanent ap- 
propriation was enacted. These funds today total $13,467,468. H. R. 162 and 
H. R. 598 would authorize the appropriation and allocation of this amount in 
five annual installments for use by the various States on wildlife restoration 
projects under conditions similar to those specified in the 1937 act except that 
the States would be required to contribute nothing but the costs of engineering 
and inspection. 

H. R. 3257 incorporates suggestion made by the Secretary of the Interior in a 
report to the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries on a bill intro- 
duced in the 88d Congress. Under this measure, the accumulated balances in the 
special fund would be appropriated to finance the fiscal year 1956 program of aid 
to the States in accordance with the provisions of the 1937 act. Thereafter 
each year’s receipts would be made available for use in the second fiscal year 
following the year in which the receipts were collected. The purpose of this 
proposal is to permit the States to make better use of the funds available to 
them under the present law. As the matters now stand, the States do not know 
the amount allocated ,to them until July or August of the fiscal year in which 
the money is allocated. Since in many cases the States must obtain matching 
funds through their own appropriation processes, this situation makes it diffi- 
cult for some States to take advantage of the funds allocated to them during 
the 2 years in which the funds are available for their use. 

The Bureau of the Budget has serious reservations about the advisability of 
establishing a new wildlife restoration program of the sort contemplated by 
H. R. 162 and H. R. 598. In the first place, an overlapping program of this na- 
ture would cause considerable disruption of the regular grant-in-aid program. 
Furthermore, since some States could not effectively use all of the funds from 
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both sources, the new program would tend to benefit somc States at the ex- 
pense of others. Finally, the absence of matching provisions under these pro- 
posals runs counter to the administration’s partnership concept of resource 
development. 

H. R. 3257, on the other hand, would bring about a needed improvement in the 
method of appropriating funds for the existing restoration program. This 
change would permit States who are now finding it difficult to obtain necessary 
matching funds within the time limits imposed by the 1937 act to take full ad- 
vantage of the benefits afforded by the act. 

You are therefore advised that while the Bureau of the Budget cannot recom- 
mend enactment of either H. R. 162 or H. R. 598, it would have no objection to the 
enactment of H. R. 3257. 

Sincerely yours, 
DoNALD R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 25, 1955. 
Hon. HersertT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter requesting the views 
of the Bureau of the Budget with respect to H. R. 3895, a bill to provide that the 
United States shall aid the States in wildlife-restoration projects, and for other 
purposes. 

The subject bill is almost identical to H. R. 162 and H. R. 598, bills of the 
same title, on which this Bureau expressed its views in a letter to you dated 
March 4, 1955. 

For the reasons set forth therein, the Bureau of the Budget recommends that 
H. R. 3895 not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
DonaLp R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, March 11, 1955. 
B-118370 


Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of February 4, 1955, acknowledged by tele- 
phone February 8, requested a report on H. R. 3257, 84th Congress. 

Section 1 of the bill proposes to revise section 2 of the act of September 2, 1937 
(50 Stat. 917), as amended (16 U. S. C. 669-6691) by broadening the definition 
of “wildlife-restoration projects” to include “management exclusive of law en- 
forcement and public relations.” The effect of this change would be substantially 
to increase the scope of items for which Federal aid participation is now per- 
mitted by the act. Informal information furnished by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service is to the effect that the purpose of enlarging the scope of Federal aid 
participation is to enable Federal aid to be given to the States to build facilities 
for the use and comfort of hunters, such as access roads, canals, duck blinds, 
parking areas and sanitary facilities, in connection with wildlife refuges. The 
management items might be included in the cost of a new project or be submitted 
by a State as supplemental to existing completed projects: Also, it might con- 
ceivably be of the overall type which would include various and sundry facilities 
for completed and prospective projects. The costs of the management items 
involved cannot be estimated with any degree of accuracy although it is believed 
they will be substantial. However, the management costs will not affect the 
present formula for computing a State’s annual apportionment. The proposed 
amendment would merely permit the apportionment to be used for purposes other 
than those now authorized. There is no factual information here upon which to 
base a recommendation for or against the provision. 
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Section 2 of the bill proposes to make revenues accruing to the Federal aid to 
wildlife restoration fund during the fiscal year 1955, and each fiscal year there- 
after, available for use by the States during the second fiscal year following the 
fiscal year of accrual. Under existing law each year’s fund appropriation is 
based upon the preceding fiscal year’s tax receipts. This procedure has placed 
the participating States in the position of providing the required matching funds 
by anticipating the amount of their Federal apportionments for the fiscal year 
involved. These planning difficulties would be eliminated, if the bill is enacted, 
since each fiscal year’s appropriation would be based on the taxes collected dur- 
ing the fiscal year ending one full year before the beginning of the fiscal year for 
which they are made available for expenditure. Fiscal year 1955 taxes would 
become available for use in 1957, 1956 taxes would be available in 1958, and so on. 
To provide funds for the fiscal year 1956, the section appropriates for this fiscal 
year the unappropriated receipts of $13,467,468.61 which were accumulated from 
the beginning of the program through the fiscal year 1947. Beginning with the 
fiscal year 1948 amounts equal to the receipts credited to the fund during the 
preceding fiscal year have been appropriated for use during the following fiscal 
year. 

Since section 2 would eliminate the planning difficulties of participating States 
by furnishing them with the actual amount of their Federal apportionment on 
which to base their matching funds and since the proposed appropriation of 
$13,467,468.61 will apparently be adequate for the fiscal year 1956, we have no 
objection to favorable consideration of section 2 of the bill. 

Three carbon copies of this report are enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


(H. R. 5256 by Mr. O’Hara of Minnesota :) 


[H. R. 5256, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To provide for the redemption of certain unused stamps 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act 
to supplement and support the Migratory Bird Conservation Act by providing 
funds for the acquisition of areas for use as migratory-bird sanctuaries, refuges, 
and breeding grounds, for developing and administering such areas, for the en- 
forcement of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and regulations thereunder, and for 
other purposes”, approved March 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 451), is amended by striking 
out the last sentence thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “The 
Postmaster General shall provide by regulations for the redemption on or before 
the 380th day of June of each fiscal year of any such unused stamps issued for 
such year which have been sold to retail dealers for resale to their customers 
and have not been resold by such dealers.”’. 

Mr. Boyrxr1n. We had a group of sportsmen who were going to at- 
tend the hearing this morning but we had a death and a lot of those 
sportsmen went to the funeral. However, we do have with us Mr. 
Charles H. Callison, and at this time we will ask Mr. Callison if he 
will come up and have a seat. Mr. Callison, will you be seated and 
give the reporter your name and title? 

Mr. Catuison. Thank you. I have some extra copies of my state- 
ment here if you would care to have them. 

Mr. Boyxtn. We are very glad to see that our chairman, Mr. 
Bonner, is here too. He has worked very hard on this matter, and 
we are certainly very glad to have him and our entire committee 
here this morning. 

We had a group of Congressmen who wanted to testify first, but 
we put them off, and thought we would let the sportsmen testify first, 
but now we may have to ‘change it around. We have Congressman 
Johnson coming in ina minute. Mr. Johnson is very much interested 


in these matters. 
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I have a telegram from Mr. Claude Kelley, Mr. Callison, telling 
me that you would represent him here today. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Catiison. My name, Mr. Chairman, is Charles H. Callison. I 
am conservation director of the National Wildlife Federation, and 
IT am presenting statements which were prepared jointly for myself 
and for Mr. Claude D. Kelley, of Atmore, Ala., who is president of 
the National Wildlife Federation. 

The National Wildlife Federation is a nonprofit, conservation or- 
ganization composed of State wildlife federations and sportsmen’s 
leagues in 47 States, the District of Columbia, and Alaska. These 49 
affiliated State and Territorial organizations, through their member 
clubs and associations, represent a total membership of some 3 million 
persons. 

I have 2 separate statements here, Mr. Chairman. One pertains to 
the bills that would require that 40 percent of the duck-stamp receipts 
be used for the acquisition of waterfowl areas. The other has to do 
with the accumulated Treasury balance of Federal aid wildlife funds. 

Mr. Boyxry. Which do you want to present first, Mr. Callison ? 

Mr, Catitson. It is at your pleasure, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Borxrn. We will let you be the judge of that. We want to get 
all of the information that we ean possibly get. Mr. Bonner and I 
have talked about this with some of the other members of the com- 
mittee many times. We want to get all of the information that we can 
and get it in the record. 

Mr. Catuitson. I shall open, then, with your permission, with our 
statement relating to H. R. 2142, and H. R. 37 and other bills that have 
to do with the duck- -stamp receipts. 

I should like to file for the record, with the permission of the sub- 
committee, a copy of a resolution adopted by the federation at its 
recent annual convention held March 11 to 13, 1955, at Montreal, 
Canada. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Without objection that is so ordered. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 19TH ANNUAL CONVENTION, MONTREAL, Marca 
11-18, 1955 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2, DUCK-STAMP FUNDS FOR ACQUISITION OF WATERFOWL AREAS 


Whereas the United States Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of 
Interior has estimated some 4 million additional acres of lands suitable for 
waterfowl management and refuge purposes is urgently needed to complete 
the Federal refuge system and to assure the perpetuation of continental water- 
fowl resources ; and 

Whereas the acquisition of desirable wetlands for this purpose is lagging and 
the resource is gravely endangered by drainage and by other destructive factors ; 
and 

Whereas the receipts under the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act have been 
used largely for maintenance and operation expenses rather than for land 
acquisition as originally intended: Therefore, be it 

Resolved by the National Wildlife Federation in convention at Montreal, 
March 11-13, 1955, That the Members of Congress be urged to enact H. R. 37 or 
similar legislation to earmark at least 40 percent of the duck-stamp receipts for 
acquisition of waterfowl areas; be it further 
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Resolved, That the federation study the advisability of increasing the migra- 
tory bird hunting license (duck stamp) fee as the only practical means of 
securing adequate funds to complete the minimum and essential acquisition of 
suitable waterfowl areas. 

Mr. Catuison. This resolution endorses legislation that would make 
certain that at least 40 percent of duck stamp revenues be used for ac- 
quisition of waterfowl] habitat. 

The National Wildlife Federation urges the adoption of this legis- 
lation for two important reasons: 

First, it was the intent of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act 
that the revenues therefrom should be used predominantly to purchase 
marshland areas and to build up an adequate system of national water- 
fowl refuges. In the 20 years since passage of ‘the act, less than 18 per- 
cent of the reve nues has been used for that primary purpose. 

Second, there is urgent need to speed up the acquisition program. 
Drainage, pollution, artificial flooding and other factors have been 
destroying the remaining wetlands at an unprecedented rate. If we 
are going to preserve and maintain the remaining populations of 
wild waterfowl, we must act now to preserve their habitat, or once 
great and thrilling flights of wild waterfowl will become only a 
memory. 

As proof of the intent of Congress in passing the original duck 
stamp law, Mr. Chairman, I should like to file for the record an ex- 
cerpt from Senate Report 145 of the 73d Congress, firstsession, on S. 
1658, the Senate companion bill to H. R. 5632 which became the 
Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (Pub lie Law 174, 73d Cong.) 

Mr. Boyxry. Without objection it may be included in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 

Excerpt from Senate Report 145 of the 73d Congress, first session, on S. 1658, 
the Senate companion bill to H. R. 5632 which became the Migratory Bird Hunt 
ing Stamp Act (Publie Law 124, 73d Cong.) : 

“It becomes increasingly necessary to restore the nesting areas throughout the 
country and provide sanctuaries for the waterfowl in their migrations North and 
South across the continent. 

“Measured by the needs of other governmental activities at this time the 
amount is relatively small yet of vast importance to the future of the entire 
conservation program with which dovetails the work now going on in reforesta- 
tion and its allied activities. 

“Lands were never cheaper than now. Posterity will applaud the importance 
of immediate purchase of several hundred thousand acres needed throughout 
America for this purpose and on which immediate employment will be necessary 
to complete the restoration.” 

Mr. Catutson. I should like also to file for the record excerpts from 
Senate Report 503 of the 81st Congress, first session, on S. 1076, which 
bill became Public Law 222 of that Congress, approved August 12, 
1949, and amending the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act to in- 
crease the duck stamp fee from $1 to $2. These excerpts prove con- 
clusively that acquisition was the primary intent of the legislation 

Mr. Boykrn. Without objection it may be included in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Excerpt from Senate Report 503, of the Sist Congress, first session, on S. 1076, 
which bill became Public Law 222 of that Congress, approved August 12, 1949, 
amending the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act to increase the duck stamp 
fee from $1 to $2: 

“The Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that the sale of stamps will average 
about 2 million per year which, at the rate of $2 each, would provide a revenue 
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base of $4 million. Under this bill, 25 percent of this, or $1 million, would be 
available for the administration of the act, which includes game law enforce- 
ment * °°”. 

“The other 75 percent of anticipated revenues will be used for the acquisition 
and development of wildlife management areas and inviolate migratory-bird 
sanctuaries. As pointed out by the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
this is one of the essentials of the national effort to preserve, protect, and manage 
the waterfowl resource. Ducks and geese must have places on which to rear 
their young, to sit and nest, and to find suitable environment, particularly during 
the winter months. The refuges fill an exceedingly important part of these 
requirements, but they must be expanded during the years to come if we are to 
guarantee the minimum requirements of the birds. Increased revenues from the 
sale of migratory bird hunting stamps will make possible the acquisition and 
development of new refuges along the various flyways that now lack these 
protective opportunities.” 

Mr. Catiison. Now, as to the critical need for speeding up the acqui- 
sition program : The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has esti- 
mated authoritatively that originally there existed some 120 million 
acres of prime waterfowl] habitat in what is now the United States. 
The thorough and scientific national wetlands survey completed this 
spring by the Fish and Wildlife Service shows that today there remains 
only 22,914,000 acres of first-class waterfowl habitat in our country. 
The rest has been destroyed by drainage, by pollution, by filling-in, by 
man-induced drought, and by other pressures and destructive “factors 
incident to our growing population and expanding industrialization. 
An analysis of this drainage of wetlands shows that much of it has 
been needless or even unwise. Be that as it may, however, the fact 
remains that the destruction of the precious, remaining areas of water- 
fow] habitat continues at an unprecedented and i increasing rate. Take 
the States of North Dakota and South Dakota, for example, an area 
vital to North American waterfowl production. In those two States 
alone more than 500,000 acres of wetlands were drained from 1944 
to 1953. This was more‘than twice the total of waterfowl lands ac- 
quired in all the 48 States with duck-stamp funds since passage of the 
Due k Stamp Act in 1935. 

Testifying last year before the House Public Lands Subcommittee 
on this very ‘problem, Director Farley of the Fish and Wildlife Service 


said this: 


In 1934, a careful study of our waterfowl resource showed that originally we 
had approximately 120 million acres of marsh and wetlands; less than 30 
million acres of habitat of good quality for waterfowl remain. At that time 
(1934), based upon the existing waterfowl population and future requirements 
of the waterfowl resource, it was felt that the Federal Government should own 
and develop 7.5 million acres. That estimate has stood the test of time. We are 
almost half-way to that goal now. We still need the other 4 million acres, and 
we need them in a much shorter period of time because of the greatly accelerated 
destruction of waterfowl habitat in modern life and the attendant increase in 
waterfowl hunters. 


Mr. Chairman, it has been argued by the Department of Interior 
and the Budget Bureau that this legislation should not pass because 
earmarking is bad fiscal practice. I should like to remind the com- 
mittee that we are dealing here with a fund already earmarked. The 
duck stamp receipts are not to be compared to the general tax revenues. 
We are asking now only that Congress perfect the earmarking, in 
order that the original purpose of the Duck Stamp Act may be more 
closely carried out. 

It has been argued also that to earmark a definite percentage of 
the duck stamp revenues for acquisition would delay the development 
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and cripple the maintenance of the existing refuges, because that is 
where most of the money is going now. Mr. Chairman, that is pre- 
cisely the idea behind this proposed legislation. Acquisition is more 
important now than development, because unless remaining waterfowl] 
habitat of critical importance is saved from drainage by Government 
acquisition, it will not be there for development now or ever. The 
development can wait, if necessary. 

As for maintenance funds, I am confident that all of us will face 
up to the problem of securing and providing adequate appropriations 
for maintenance and for other regular operations of the waterfowl 
program when the duck stamp money is not conveniently at hand for 
the would-be economizers to dip into for various purposes. I am 
confident the Department will insist that the Budget Bureau give 
adequate consideration to the needs of maintenance and management. 
I am confident the Congress will approve the necessary appropriations. 
I can assure you that the organized conservationists of America will 
back up the Congress in making the appropriations. 

Mr. Chairman, we hope the subcommittee will approve this legisla- 
tion. We hope the full committee will report it promptly and that 
Congress will pass it. By so doing, you will be giving a big boost to 
the prospects of future generations of duck hunters. 

I thank you with respect to the duck stamp legislation. 

Now, for the record, and for the information of the subcommittee, 
I would like to file for the record a copy of the statement made by 
Director Farley of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service during 
our recent annual convention held in Montreal, in which he sum- 
marizes the findings of their national wetlands inventory which was 
completed only Jast spring, and which further shows the need for the 
acquisition of such areas without further delay. 

Mr. Boykin. Without objection it may be included in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


AN INVENTORY OF THE WETLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 


Talk by John L. Farley, Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of 
the Interior, before the annual meeting of the National Wildlife Federation, 
Montreal, Canada, March 11, 1955 


Talking about wetlands is a lot like talking about the weather. It is always 
a subject of interest. and like weather, is apt to provoke an argument. Some 
like it hot; some like it cold. Some think of wetlands only as waste areas to be 
reclaimed by drainage; others jealously guard them for their natural values. 
Mark Twain once remarked that there is much talk about the weather, but 
no one does anything about it. There is much talk about wetlands also, and 
comparatively little is being done about preserving and using them wisely. 

The program of the National Wildlife Federation which this year centers 
around the preservation of wetlands is the outstanding exception to the rule 
that little or nothing is being done about them. We in the Fish and Wildlife 
Service are delighted that your fine organization has put the spotlight on this 
sore spot in wildlife conservation. It is our sincere hope and belief that your cam- 
paign will have long-lasting effects on conservation programs throughout the 
country. We hope the influence you are exerting will cause people everywhere 
to pause and think deeply about our wetlands and how to use them wisely. The 
wetlands inventory I am going to talk about will help illustrate specific ways 
in which individuals and agencies can translate such thinking into action pro- 
grams. 

The idea of conduéting a national wetlands inventory had its beginning several 
years ago. Drainage and other reclamation activities were rapidly depleting 
the amount of wetlands available to wildlife, but no reliable information was 
available to show where the wetlands are, how many are left, and how im- 
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portant they are to wildlife. Land-use planning agencies, in response to ob- 
jections from wildlife interests to drainage, quite rightly asked how they 
could recognize wetlands which were needed for wildlife conservation. None 
of these questions could be answered adequately with available information, so 
the idea of conducting an inventory to gather the facts took shape. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service began planning a wetlands inventory in 1950. 
It soon became evident that an undertaking as broad as this needed strong 
backing and vigorous direction. An exploratory start made it clear that to 
be successful a wetlands inventory had to be a program by itself. The Office 
of River Basin Studies of the Service was given funds to do the job beginning 
on July 1, 1953. At the same time that Office was given a completion deadline 
of June 30, 1954. It was agreed to place primary emphasis on wetlands that 
were susceptible to drainage or other equally destructive land-use changes. In 
other words, permanent lakes, streams, and reservoirs were not included as 
wetlands. 

The broad aim was to make as complete an inventory of wetland resources as 
time and manpower would permit. With the help of the States and other 
agencies having information on wetlands, we thing our Office of River Basin 
Studies did an excellent job. As I will try to describe to you, certain limitations 
in coverage had to be accepted, but on the whole we believe the inventory is 
a tool that promises to be of outstanding usefulness to the States and to the 
Service in future planning for the management of waterfowl and other wildlife 
dependent on wetlands. 

Completion of the field work last June 30 led to the next step of making the 
data available in usable form. Our regional offices have prepared reports on 
each State describing in detail the wetlands situation as revealed by the surveys. 
These reports include maps and tables of wetland acreages as well as narrative 
deseriptions of trends and problems of wetland use. The reports are available 
to each State conservation department and are now being prepared for limited 
release to other agencies and individuals who have use for the information. A 
comprehensive national summary of the inventory is being prepared for issue 
as a Service publication for general distribution. We plan to publish this 
summary within the year. 

The report I am giving you today must be preliminary in nature. The infor- 
mation deserves and is getting careful analysis. That takes time. What I 
present here can only touch on the highlights and hint at some of the conclusions. 
First, I will try to describe some basic considerations and approaches and then 
I will show graphically how the basic data are shaping up. 

In conducting the inventory, a standardized wetlands classification system, 
developed in our Service, was applied throughout the country. It was our aim 
to obtain acreage and classification information for all wetland areas 40 acres or 
more in size. Although our biologists were forced to develop sampling tech- 
niques in some cases and to utilize all the “tricks of the trade” in covering 
ground rapidly, we are confident that the inventory includes for each State at 
least 90 percent of the wetlands used significantly by waterfowl. 

Areas not included consisted largely of a vast number of small, scattered 
units. Many of them are located where their coverage would be prohibitively 
costly. Others are not in danger of being disturbed by agricultural or indus- 
trial developments. An example of such a region would be a high mountainous 
area containing unmapped meadows, beaver flowages, and other natural wet- 
land areas. Conversely, small scattered wetland areas, such as the potholes 
of north central United States, were included because of their special value 
to waterfowl production and their particular vulnerability to drainage. Broad 
regions in the arid west which contain few and scattered wetland areas of 
importance to waterfowl were also omitted. The inclusion of these would not 
justify the effort required. 

This map indicates in red the areas of the United States which were covered. 
(See map attached.) The uncolored portion is that which was not inventoried. 
lt is our hope that we and the States can eventually tally the wetlands within 
these bypassed areas to make the inventory coverage more complete. Such 
work is now going on in some States. 

In addition to delineating, measuring, and classifying the wetlands, our 
biologists were asked to seek out the best opinions as to relative values of 
these wetlands to waterfowl and other wildlife in the States where they are 
located. These evaluations, therefore, apply only to the wetlands of each State, 
and are not intended to reflect comparative values between States. Opinions 
of State biologists were relied upon heavily in reaching value determinations. 
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Waterfowl values for States in the breeding range were apprised in relation 
to suitability of the habitat for production purposes. Wetlands in the southern 
tier of States naturally were judged on their relative values as wintering habitat. 
Migration use received first consideration in some States, hunting opportunities 
in others. There is no common denominator, at the present time, on which value 
decisions have been reached. It has depended on what type of use was most im- 
portant in the particular State under study at the time. Irrespective of the 
type of use, however, we think it safe to make the general statement that the 
wetlands receiving the highest ratings are the ones receiving the greatest duck 
use in each of the States. 

Because the program was supported with duck-stamp funds, by far the greatest 
elaphasis was placed on the relation of wetlands to waterfowl. It would have 
been foolish, however, not to include reasonable consideration of other wildlife 
at the same time. This was done and is described in the reports on each State. 
Basic evaluations as indicated by colors on the maps and in acreage tables of 
the reports, however, relate only to use of wetlands by waterfowl. For illustra- 
tion, here is a wetlands inventory map for the State of New Jersey that we may 
use for illustration purposes. The red and the blue areas on this map indicate 
the highest and next highest quality wetlands respectively from a duck’s view- 
point. The yellow areas represent wetlands which, for one reason or another, are 
less attractive to waterfowl. 

At this point I wish to make it crystal clear that these evaluations are not 
intended for the purpose of deciding which areas must be preserved and which 
may be drained or otherwise reclaimed for dry-land use. Rather, this break- 
down of values is an attempt to direct our attention to certain basic problems. 
First, the inventory helps show where our waterfowl program is threatened by 
dwindling habitat and where our efforts need to be concentrated on developing 
as well as preserving habitat for waterfowl. The areas designated as being in 
the lower-value categories collectively may support millions of birds. Also they 
may be capable in many instances of being developed into habitat of better 
quality by practical means. Second, the wetlands evaluations depicted here in 
color include no consideration of wildlife other than waterfowl. It would be a 
serious mistake for anyone to assume that the wetlands designated in the lower 
categories of value are not needed in the Nation’s program of wildlife con- 
servation. 

The map now projected on the screen presents graphically the relative amounts 
of wetlands and their existing values to waterfowl by flyways. (See table 
uttached for equivalent information.) Here you see how greatly the amounts 
of wetlands habitat vary from flyway to flyway. Notice how the importance of 
wetlands to waterfowl increases as the available amount grows smaller. In the 
Pacific and central flyways, only a relatively small percentage of the existing 
\wetlands can be classed as low in value. Study of these differences in relation 
to waterfowl populations may provide some very useful clues for planning future 
acquisition and management activities. 

This map, however, does not reveal just how these wetlands are distributed 
throuhgout the flyway. This we have attempted to show on a map for the 
Atlantic flyway that is now projected. (See data in table attached.) The 
size of the circles here are proportionate to the gross acreage of wetlands deline- 
ated in each of the States. You will notice, however, that the two Carolinas, 
Georgia, and Florida actually have twice as much wetland acreage as we could 
show in the space available. Florida, in fact, has more than half the total 
wetlands of the entire Atlantic flyway within the United States. 

The red portion of these circles represents the proportion of the total acreage 
in the higher quality categories. The balance represents lower quality wet- 
lands. We see that the fewer wetlands a State has, the more valuable they are. 

Here is a comparable map of the central flyway. (See data in table attached.) 
Wetlands here are noticeably less abundant and distributed more uniformly 
among the States. These States, as a group, have a higher percentage of their 
wetlands in good quality habitat. Wetlands in the Dakotas, Montana, and 
Nebraska are vitally important as nesting areas. In the wintering territory, 
the Texas coast and the east Texas bottomlands loom important, with the playa 
lake country of the Panhandle providing important habitat during west years. 

These glimpses of two flyways help illustrate how many avenues of approach 
and areas of speculation the inventory opens up. Time is not available to go 
into any of the details of flyway management that these wetlands data may 
suggest to you. That is a matter that deserves the concentrated attention of 
the best minds we can bring to bear on our waterfowl management problems. 
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This brief account of why and how the wetlands inventory was made and 
what the results look like is merely a preview of the total story. The data 
obtained will be very useful in many ways but they will be particularly useful 
to waterfowl biologists in putting together on a broad scale the jig saw puzzle 
of waterfowl habitat management. Much also has been learned about distri- 
bution of different types of wetlands and the plants that predominate on them 
in different sections of the country. Without meaning to slight any special 
scientific byproducts of the inventory, I want to concentrate on ways and means 
of putting the information to work in a manner that will help insure enjoyment 
of waterfowl by generations to come. That is our primary mission, although 
I recognize the importance of wetlands to other wildlife, particularly fur ani- 
mals, and to water conservation. 

Using the Inventory as a fresh starting point for wetlands conservation and 
management, the first and most obvious conclusion is that this information can 
help guide our future refuge and managament-area acquisition program. This 
is certainly a logical use of the data and we expect to make good use of them 
in planning future refuge acquisition. We trust that the States also will find 
the data useful. In this connection, we are intrigued by the specal opportunities. 
that the flyway approach to waterfowl management presents. Knowing where 
the principal wetlands lie along the flyway and correlating that information 
with data on waterfowl populations and movements should put us in an ex- 
ceptionally good position to aim our programs accurately. It gives us a fine 
opportunity to pool our resources, as well as our knowledge in planning intel- 
ligently to carry out habitat acquisition and control. 

What I have in mind is simply this—that the States and the Service to- 
gether, working through the machinery provided by the flyway councils, should 
take a long, hard look at the opportunities of manipulating as well as protecting 
waterfowl populations through habitat control. Together we can accomplish 
this through aggressive education and acquisition campaigns. Sound planning 
in each flyway should assure success in such a collective program. 

The ideal situation would aim toward providing equitable waterfowl harvest 
opportunity for each State on a sustained-yield basis, as well as spreading out 
the responsibilities and costs of such a program. I believe that moneys obtained 
from the duck stamp sales or other Federal funds appropriated for waterfowl 
conservation should be used in concert with State funds, and that the com- 
bined program should be applied with greatest emphasis where the need for 
habitat acquisition is the most acute. 

Under present laws, Federal acquisition of lands for waterfowl conservation 
is for the purpose of protecting and managing a basic breeding population of 
waterfowl by means of controlling and developing habitat. To meet this obliga- 
tion, despite a mounting hunting pressure, will require that we lose no time in 
dedicating to waterfowl those wet lands needed in State and Federal manage- 
ment programs. Obstacles to overcome include competing demands for the 
use of wet lands, and rising acquisition costs. Moreover, we must find ways 
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of encouraging farmers and other private interests to include consideration for 
waterfowl and other wildlife in planning for the use of wet lands under their 
control. 

Another problem lies in establishing a proper balance between purely sanc- 
tuary areas on the one hand and public hunting areas on the other. Related to 
this is the question of acquisition priorities. These are questions we can best 
afford to answer after we have made sure we have taken care of our first 
responsibility in the field of land acquisition—the protection of the basic re- 
source. In solving this problem, I propose that we embark on a program of wet- 
lands habitat acquisition and management on a partnership basis characteristic 
of the overall resource conservation program advocated by the President. This, 
to me, means down-to-earth cooperation between Federal, State, and private 
agencies to achieve our common goal. 

In addition to wet-land habitat acquisiiton by State and Federal wildlife agen- 
cies, there is need for coordination waterfowl habitat conservation with other 
land-use programs in the United States. Here again, we feel that the wet- 
lands inventory will provide the basis for acceptable coordination. Early in 
the planning for the wet-lands inventory our Service consulted with the Soil 
Conservation Service regarding our aims and objectives. It was pointed out 
that once the inventory was completed the data would help reveal where the 
wet lands of vital importance to waterfowl were located in relation to agri- 
cultural programs for land development. 

We anticipate that the Soil Conservation Service will follow up our inven- 
tory work by determining the land capabilities of the wet-land areas delineated. 
This would help identify those areas in danger of being reclaimed for agricul- 
tural use. The next logical step, of course, is to coordinate agricultural planning 
with waterfowl management so as to prevent the unnecesary loss of needed 
wet-lands habitat. We feel that this procedure is a desirable one. We are 
confident that the Soil Conservation Service specifically and the Department of 
Agriculture generally are more than willing to participate with us in exploring 
ways of solving conflicting land-use requirements. 

It would be foolish to assume that all conflicts will be reconciled. But we 
feel that here again a partnership approach to the waterfowl management 
program holds the best promise of future achievement. Similar relations have 
been strengthened between fish and wildlife conservation agencies and water- 
resources development agencies such as the United States Corps of Engineers 
und Bureau of Reclamation. I am hopeful that the kind of cooperation we 
envision will engender progress even beyond that contemplated in existing laws 
and agreements. 

Obviously the wet-lands inventory in itself does not solve our problems. But 
it is a major step toward developing informed answers to questions concerning 
the preservation and management of wet-lands habitat for waterfowl and other 
wildlife. The Fish and Wildlife Service is pleased to offer the information 
obtained to all who can make use of it. 
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Atlantic: 


Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida. _- 
Georgia 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey 
New York 


North Carolina 


Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Vermont 
Virginia 


West Virginia_- 


Total 


Mississippi: 


Alabama... 
Arkansas - _- 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Tow 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Michigan - 
Minnesota_- 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Ohio_. 
Tennessee 
Wisconsin 


Total 


Central 


Colorado--.- 
Kansas 
Montana 
Nebraska 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Oklahoma 
South Dakota 
Texas 

W yoming 


Total 


Pacific: 


Arizona 
California 
Idaho 
Nevada 
Oregon 
Utah 
Washington 


Total 


Recapitulation by flyways: 


Atlantic 
Mississippi 
Central 
Pacific. 


Total 


wet-lands inventory—-Quantity 





waterfowl 


and quality 
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323, 000 
591 
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of 
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lands used by 


Acres by quality categories 


High and 
moderate 


15, 000 
65, 000 


2. 318, 000 


464, 000 
161, 000 
200, 000 
102, 000 
11, 000 
237, 000 
136, 000 
92, 000 
24, 000 

6, 000 
206, 000 
16, 000 
126, 000 
2, 000 


, 181, 000 


, 000 
000 
2, 000 


220, 000 


109, 000 
112, 000 


665, 000 
324, 000 
053, 000 
, 028, 000 


197, 000 
51, 000 


585, 000 


438, 000 


, 919, 000 


137, 000 
187, 000 
143, 000 


369, 000 


37, 000 


208, 000 


152, 000 


576, 000 
2. 184, 000 


16, 000 


, 009, OOO 


28, 000 
$94, 000 
82, 000 
179, 000 


OO) 


108. 000 


, 805, 000 


4, 181, 000 
919, 000 
5, 009, 000 
, 805, 000 


2, 914, 000 





Total 


23, 000 





290, 000 
232, 000 
14, 000 
270, 000 
213, 000 
4, 005, 000 
53, 000 
27, 000 

3, 381, 000 
38, 000 
514, 000 

4, 000 

33, 276, 000 


1, 561, 000 
3, 749, 000 
27, 000 
283, 000 
138, 000 
273, 000 
10, 817, 000 
3, 217, 000 
5, 045, 000 
2. 619, 000 
395. 000 
98, 000 
837, 000 
2, 791, 000 


32, 250, 000 


404, 000 
204, 000 
187, 000 
650, 000 

48, 000 

1, 523, 000 
280, 000 
752, 000 

3, 741, 000 
30, 000 


7, 819, 000 


29, 000 
559, 000 
109, 000 
192, 000 
473, 000 
1, 174, 000 
233, 000 


2, 769, 000 





7.819, 000 
2, 769, 000 


76, 114, 000 
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Mr. Srery-Brown. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Seely-Brown. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. I just wanted to ask, Mr. Chairman, if we can 
discuss with Mr. Callison questions on this testimony before he goes 
on to the other bills he wanted to talk about ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Cauuison. I should be happy to try to answer your questions 
at any time, sir. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Proceed. 

Mr. Seety- Brown. ae to page 2 of your testimony, the 
printed statement, Mr. Callison, I had one quick question. Is there 
any difference bet ween prime and first class ? 

Mr. Catuison. No; I meant that to be the same. Prime I meant to 
be first class in both instances. 

Mr. Sreety-Brown. My second question was, Can you document in 
greated detail the statement, ‘needless or even unwise” / 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes, I can, sir. I am not immediately prepared to 
document that, but I can present documentation of that statement to 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. I think it would be very helpful because if that 
is going on it would be helpful to all of us if we could have greater 
document: ition on just that point. 

Mr. Cauuison. There have been many instances which have come 
to our attention of the drainage of wetlands, swamps, and areas of 
marshlands that have later proved to be failures as drainage proj- 
ects. That is, the drainage bonds have been defaulted and the attempts 
at farming that area failed. Some of those areas have been returned 
to wildlife production by restoring them as wet lands. One such 
example is the Mingo Swamp in southeast Missouri, a once-drained 
wamp which now is a natural waterfowl refuge. I think we are all 
familiar with the failure of some of the drainage projects which 
were initiated in the State of Florida in the Everglades, and many 
more instances could be cited of cases of that kind. 

Much of the drainage in the prairie marsh and pothole regions of 
the Dakotas, in Minnesota, and eastern Montana, that has come about 
has been the result of Federal agricultural subsidies. Drainage has 
come about in those areas that would not have otherwise occurred 
except for the fact that Uncle Sam helped to foot the bill. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. I am wondering if two separate Departments of 
the Government may not be working at cross purposes on such an item 
as this. 

Mr. Catutson. We feel that they have been. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. I would like to have that documented. 

Then I have a final question, Mr. Chairman: Who pays the tax on 
land which is acquired by the Federal Government for use as a water- 
fowl refuge? Is there any return at all to the local community or the 
State from that land? 

Mr. Cauuson. I suggest that when the Fish and Wildlife Service 
witnesses, and the Department of the Interior witnesses are here 
that you ‘ask that question of them because they are more familiar 
with those procedures than I am. However, I believe in some cases 
there is a return from agricultural pr actices. Some of the wildlife 
refuges are farmed a great deal in addition to serving as waterfowl 
refuge areas, then a certain percentage of the receipts are returned to 
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the States in which they are located. I may be wrong about that, but 
I think that, as in the case of the national forests, a certain percentage 
is returned to the counties in which the lands are located. 

Mr. Atten. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Callison, is the land which is acquired with this 
fund as a refuge opened up to hunting at times, or is it always held 
inviolate ? 

Mr. Caxuison. Under the present Duck Stamp Act, as amended in 
1949, up to 25 percent of the areas ac quired with the duck stamp reve- 
nues can be opened up for management purposes. That means public 
shooting. A number of Federal refuges in the last 2 or 3 years have 
been opened to public hunting. That is an essential part of the water- 
fowl management when it is necessary to conduct a harvest of the 
birds in certain areas. 

Mr. Auten. In these proposals is there any implication that we are 
trying to solve by legislation the controversy as to whether they should 
or should not be opened up to hunting? 

Mr. Catutson. No, sir; I do not think that that is involved in this 
legislation, Mr. Allen. 

I know that there is a difference of opinion among conservation 
groups as to whether or not refuges should be open to public hunting. 
The National Wildlife Federation feels that is a necessary and essen- 
tial part of management of the waterfowl] resources. 

Mr. ALLEN. Would it be true that if a larger percentage of the fund 
were mandatorily spent for this type of refuge that there would be 
more inviolate areas acquired ? 

Mr. Catuison. There would be more waterfowl areas acquired, yes, 
sir. Seventy-five percent of such areas would be inviolate. That is, 
the law requires now that at least three-fourths of such areas 
must be kept as an inviolate refuge. However, the law states that 
when the waterfowl] population is not known to be declining in a given 
flyway, according to the scientific surveys conducted by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service each year, the pepeainaaes of the Interior, in its 
discretion, may open up 25 percent of the area for public shooting. 

Mr. Tuompson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Atuen. No, I have one more question to ask. 

Is there any opposition to these bills which is coming from the 
hunters on the basis that they do not wish these lands acquired as 
inviolate refuges ? 

Mr. Carson. No; not that I am aware of, not through our organi- 
zations which are composed largely of hunters and sportsmen of 
various kinds. 

Mr. THomeson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boyxry. Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Tuomeson. I notice that there is a public shooting ground which 
is mostly for the shooting of ring neck pheasants in the area of Cairo, 
Ill., where the hunters may go in for a fee which they pay. Now, is 
that under the management of the Fish and Wildlife Service, or is that 
a local matter ? 

Mr. Catuison. No, sir, Mr. Congressman, those are State areas, or 
they could be privately operated public shooting areas which are oper- 
sm under license by the State. Did you say this was in the State of 

linois? 
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Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Cauutson. Yes, the State of Illinois has developed a number of 
public shooting areas. 

Mr. Tuomprson. This was a public shooting ground. 

Mr. Catuison. I think the hunters are admitted on the payment of 
a daily fee which fee helps to compensate for some of the costs involved. 

Mr. Tompson. The costs of what? To where do these fees go! 

Mr. Cauutson. I refer to the costs of the administration of the 
areas. wit 

Mr. Trromrson. Does that assist you in your program of maintain- 
ing and developing these areas for migratory waterfow] ? 

Mr. Cauuison. Does it assist us? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, within the scope of your program as you are 
discussing it here today ? wor 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes; but I want you to understand that this is not 
our program, except that we are in favor of the development of such 
programs. years ’ 

The National Wildlife Federation is a private organization which 
is composed of various State wildlife federations and sportsmen’s 
leagues, and these various members participate in and enjoy and help 
to support such projects. 

Mr. Tuompson. Here is what I am trying to develop for the com- 
mittee, Mr. Callison. You have discussed certain Federal develop- 
ments, 

Mr. Canison. Yes. 

Mr. Titompson. And the acquisition of lands. 

Mr. Cauutson. Yes. 

Mr. Tuompson. I think the committee should know, in that connec- 
tion, how much additional land development is being done by the 
various States because the total amount would be for the same pur- 
pose, and I think it would be very interesting to know that. 

Mr. Catxison. Yes. There are being developed by the States, for 
waterfowl management, which we consider ordinarily the primary 
responsibility of the Federal Government here, a very substantial 
number of areas. Many such areas are being developed by the States 
with the use of the Pittman-Robertson funds, which are the subject 
of another piece of legislation which is pending before this subcom- 
mittee today. That is the so-called Federal aid wildlife program 
under which the receipts derived from the excise tax on firearms and 
ammunition are apportioned to the various States on a matching basis 
for wildlife projects, and many of the States are engaging in such 
projects 

Mr. Tuompson. That is correct. I want that to show in the record. 

When you mentioned that 4 million additional acres are needed in 
order to satisfy that goal, if we can, which we all want to do, would 
you consider those acquisitions by State or private ownership to be a 
part of the 4 million acres needed, or do you say the 4 million acres 
ought to come from duck-stamp funds to pay the Federal portion of it? 

Mr. Catutson. My quotation with respect to the 4 million additional 
acres which are needed was from the testimony which was presented by 
Director Farley of the Fish and Wildlife Service last year before the 
House Public Lands Subcommittee. That full statement also can be 
supplied to the committee. He stated that what was really needed 
was 12 million acres, 











DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS 31 


Mr. Boykin. What? 

Mr. Catutson. That 12 million acres were really needed. 

Mr. Tuomreson. The 4 million acres represent that part to come 
from the duck-stamp funds? 

Mr. Catuison. Yes. 

Mr. THompson. That was not clear in your statement. 

Mr. Cauuison. I should have made that clear. 

The overall need to assure the preservation of future activities of 
waterfowl resources is approximately 12 million acres of waterfow] 
habitat preserve. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has now acquired in this national 
refuge system approximately 314 million acres. They wish to com- 
plete their program, and they need another 4 million acres, which 
would make approximately: 714 million acres. The other 4 million 
acres plus they expect to be acquired and developed by the States. 
The States are a long way from that goal yet. 

Mr. Tuomrson. Then as of this date the 4 million additional acres 
needed would be acres to be acquired by the Federal agency ? 

Mr. Cauutson. Yes. 

Mr. 'THomrson. How much more would need to be acquired by the 
States or by private organizations to fulfill the entire requirement ? 

Mr. Catutson. I do not have that figure at hand immediately. 

Mr. Jonnson of Wisconsin. I have that bill, and I have that figure 
in my report. I think, as I remember it, that it is 5 million acres that 
the States will have to come through with. I am sorry that I was not 
here to hear all of Mr. Callison’s statement because I have worked 
with him on this matter ever since I have come to Congress. 

Mr. Boykin. You are going to testify in a few minutes, Mr. John- 
son ¢ 

Mr. Jonnson of Wisconsin. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. Congressman barre, Foe I shot at the Cherry Circle 
Club in Illinois for many years, but I have not done so recently, since 
the death of Mr. Rufus Dawes who used to come down and hunt with 
me for over 20 years. In those cases I do not think the States or any- 
body gets anything out of it except out of the stamps. Of course, 
they would have Federal men there and the State men too. These 
gentlemen got together and leased the land, and they paid $350 an 
acre for it. I thought that was a terrible nema in those d: ays, but thev 
did a fine er , I do not think you would get any money out of it ex- 
ce pt out of the duck st: amps al nd the license fee for the lice nse sold to 
the men to run these places they develop. 

Mr. Titomrson. I was trying to develop the national need for the 
additional acquisition of land, referring to this 4 million acres which 
the witness states should come from the Federal agencies, and in addi- 
tion there is another program which is sponsored by his organiza- 
tion that would bring in the State areas and priv: ately owned areas. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, we are mighty glad you did that, Mr Thompson. 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. Right i in conjunction with that, to have 
it in the record, and in connection with the question that Congressman 
Allen was asking, a lot of these States have refuge areas right alongside 
Federal areas and shooting is allowed in a number of those areas. I 
think that is true in Wisconsin. There is a State refuge there with 
open Jand where hunters can shoot. By this means they are helping 
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the hunters, but they give the waterfowl a chance to avoid being shot 
at all the time. 

Mr. Catuison. Yes, sir, that is true. With your permission, I 
would like to confirm what Mr. Johnson of Wisconsin has just said. 
I should like to commend him for his very keen interest in and hard 
work on this whole subject. He has been active in bringing informa- 
tion about this problem of how duck-stamp funds are being used to 
the whole country. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you very much. Mr. Bonner has been telling 
me about it, and also Mr. Zincke. 

Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a few ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Boykin. Chairman Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. On the first page of your statement you say: 

In the 20 years since passage of the act, less than 18 percent of the revenues 
has been used for that primary purpose. 

That is, for the acquisition of land principally ? 

Mr. Catuison. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. Will you tell us what the breakdown for the utiliza- 
tion of this fund is, and what you are using this money for if only 
18 percent is used for the acquisition of lands? 

Mr. Catuison. Under the act, Mr. Chairman, 10 percent of the 
revenues are used for enforcement of the waterfowl regulations, and 
for administration of the act. The balance can be used more or less 
at the discretion of the Department and Congress for various phases 
of the waterfowl program. The bulk of the money has been used for 
activities in development. 

Mr. Bonner. How much money is there in the fund at the present 
time? 

Mr. Catitson. How much money is there in the fund at present? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. 

Mr. Catutson. I do not have that figure right at hand, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Bonner. Is there some large amount in it ? 

Mr. Cauuison. I think that there is at the present time. 

Mr. Bonner. Did you have those hearings in which Mr. Farley 
testified before this committee printed, Mr. Zincke ? 

Mr. Zincke. They are in process. 

Mr. Cauuison. As I recall, in substance, there is more than a year’s 
receipts of the duck-stamp funds in the fund at the present time. 

Mr. Bonner. In your opinion is 10 percent sufficient to provide for 
enforcement of the act? 

Mr. Catiison. Yes, in my opinion, Mr. Bonner, it is, considering 
what we think is the primary purpose of the duck-stamp law. 

Mr. Bonner. How much money goes to office management ? 

Mr. Cauuiison. Not a large percentage of that 10 percent. 

Mr. Bonner. How many people are there in offices, compared to 
the number of people in the field protecting the birds? 

Mr. Catuison. That I could not tell you offhand. 

Mr. Bonner. They are the things I want to get in the record. 

Mr. Catuison. The Fish and Wildlife Service can give you those 
figures. I am not prepared on those, Mr. Bonner. 
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Mr. Bonner. I think it is apparent that there is more office opera- 
tion than there is actual field operation in this whole setup. That is 
the reason I want to see more of the money going to protecting the 
birds instead of for plush jobs in offices. 

Mr. Catuison. Mr. Chairman, I want to make clear to Mr. Bonner 
that I do not disagree with his purpose. I agree with him in that I 
think 10 percent of the revenues from the duck stamps is insufficient 
for enforcement purposes, but we believe that the additional funds 
for enforcement should be supplied by direct appropriation rather 
than taking them from the duck-stamp fund, because we feel that the 
primary purpose of that fund again is to build up the refuge system. 

Mr. Bonner. Then I want to see some figures from you or somebody. 

Mr. Boyxrn. It is 15 percent, is it not ? 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes, sir, I think that is true, sir. It was originally 
10 percent, but it was changed. 

Mr. Boykin. It was changed to 15 percent, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cattison. That is true. 

Mr. Boykin. Do you have any further questions, Mr. Bonner ? 

Mr. Bonner. No. 

Mr. Boyxin. Mr. Zincke, our general counsel, wants to ask some 
questions. 

Mr. Zincke. Mr. Callison, the effect of this legislation would be to 
require additional funds to be appropriated for the maintenance of 
these refuges; is not that correct ? 

Mr. Cauutson. I think that is true, sir. 

Mr. ZinckKe. So, this is an indirect way of increasing the appropria- 
tions for the Fish and Wildlife Service ? 

Mr. Catuison. We hope that will be one of the results; yes, sir. 

Mr. Zincxe. What happens to the existing refuges in the event 
that Congress does not see fit to increase the amount for maintenance? 
In other words, are you going to adversely affect the whole program 
by acquiring land that cannot be either developed or maintained ? 

Mr. Catuison. We have confidence, as I have stated in my prepared 
statement, that Congress will supply those funds when they get a 
request from the Department or the Bureau of the Budget for them. 
You have not even been getting such requests for maintenance funds. 
They have been taking them out of the duck-stamp money. 

Mr. TrHomrson. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be informative to 
the committee to have these figures. As the witness has stated, we 
can get these figures from the Fish and Wildlife Service. Now, then, 
he might give us a picture of what would be ideal, in their opinion. 
You are representing the National Wildlife Federation, and it seems 
to me you could give us what you consider an adequate budget or 
program, as compared to what has been done with the funds in the 
past in order that the committee could have these two things to weigh 
against each other in order to determine whether the Fish and Wild- 
life Service has a program which is satisfactory to everyone and 
proper, or whether you have recommendations which have not been 
considered by them on the amounts which should be used showing 
the adequacy or the inadequacy of present revenues if they are used 
as you recommend that they be used. Can you furnish such a proposed 
budget to the committee ? 

Mr. Cauuison. Well, we could try. We have not attempted to keep 
a complete budget for the Fish and Wildlife Service and revise it. 
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In this connection we are recommending that more money be 
budgeted and expended for the acquisition of waterfowl areas. 

Mr. THompPson. That means what? In other words, you must have 
some check where, in each successive year you could use a certain per- 
centage of these funds for capital investment. 

Mr. C. LLIsON. Well, we endorse the program as recommended by 
Director Farley as far as the acquisition of waterfowl areas is con- 
cerned. I think he included it in his statement last year before the 
Public Lands Subcommittee. Earmarking 40 percent of the duck 
stamp receipts for that program will not begin to be adequate 

Mr. THompson. Of course, we will give these recommendations to 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes. 

Mr. Tuomprson. I think the committee would profit by any informa- 
tion furnished as to whether or not you endorse the program that is 
submitted by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Carutson. We shall be very happy to supply an additional 
statement, Mr. Chairman, in that regard. I should like to amend 
my last remark. I said that earmarking of the 40 percent of the 
duck stamp receipts would not begin to supply adequate funds. It 
will begin to supply them, but it will not be sufficient to car ry out the 
ac quisition program which we feel should be carried out in time to 
guarantee the survival of the waterfowl populations. We are going 
to have to search for other sources of revenue, and at our recent con- 
vention we discussed the idea of increasing the duck stamp tax, per- 
haps from $2 to $3 or $4. Now, sportsmen would not go along with 
that unless there was a guaranty in the law that an adequate pro- 
portion would be spent for the acquisition program. We were 
instructed by our convention composed of the representatives of these 
various States, sportsmen’s leagues, and State wildlife federations to 
study that problem and the advisability of increasing the duck stamp 
fee. 

Mr. Borxrn. That is a pretty high fee at $2. We jumped it 100 
percent at one lick when we made it $2. I went out to Clark Thomp- 
son’s father-in-law’s place to hunt ducks at Grand Chenier in Louisi- 
ana where the bag limit was four ducks. Two dollars is an awfully 
high fee for a duck stamp. 

Mr. Cauutson. Well, Mr. Chairman, if I may have the presump- 
tion to say so, considering the cost of one box of shotgun shells, I do 
not think it is very high. 

Mr. Borxry. I think that is perhaps true, but, you see, you are onl 
allowed to kill four ducks, after you go a long distance like I did down 
to Congressman Thompson’s place at Grand Chenier in Louisiana. 
T have hunted ducks for many years. These ducks are changing 
around, and IT believe that we have as many now in Mobile Bay as 
they have in Grand Chenier, La. 

Mr. Bonner. What are the erent from those duck stamps? 

Mr. Catuison. Approximately $5 million a year. There are about 
two and a quarter million duck stamps sold each year at $2 apiece 
It is something less than $5 million a year. 

We feel that the cost of the Federal migratory bird hunting license, 
otherwise known as the duck stamp, is not excessive in any regard. 
Even though you are permitted only four ducks a day you can shoot 
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as many days as you are lucky enough to get out in the season. Most 
of the costs attendant to hunting are very much higher than that. 

Mr. Boykin. We did bring it up pretty fast, 100: percent at 1 time. 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes, it was doubled. 

Mr. oe KIN. And you are suggesting a 200 percent increase now. 

Mr. Cauison. We are not suggesting it, sir; we are studying it. 

Mr. Boy KIN. How long are you going to study it ? 

Mr. Cauuison. We will try to come up with some resolution on that 
next year, Mr. Boykin. 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Chairman, is it understood that the federation 
will supply this committee with their recommendations as to what 
the proper distribution of these receipts would be, as to the amount 
for capital expenditures, maintenance, and enforcement so that we 
could be guided by a cross section of the thinking of the National 
Wildlife Federation ? 

We do not have that yet. 

Mr. Boyxrn. As I understand, you are going to get that statement 
up for us. 

Me. Catutson. I conclude from that request that the committee 
would like to see our recommendations. 

Mr. BoyxK1n. We would like to have them, and we want all of the 
information we can get from you and from every source to try to work 
this problem out. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Callison. Are there any further ques- 
tions? You have another bill on which you want to make a statement ? 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes, sir, if you wish I will continue with the other 
statement at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Tuompson. There is one more thing that I think will be of 
interest. I oe that the gentleman submit to this committee the 
inventory that is available to them of the various refuges we now have 
over the country aa the size of them. I am sure they must have that, 
and it would indicate to us the geographical locations of these refuges. 

Mr. Borxin. There is another thing which I think might be helpful 
and, Mr. Bonner, we mentioned this the other night when we were 
talking about this, giving us a statement showing not only where they 
are, but what they | cost, so that we thoroughly know all about this 
proposition. We might have some places which we could develop 
that would cost much less than some of those that we have. Give us all 
of the information you can on that. 

Mr. Catuison. Yes, sir. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 
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(Supplementary statement by Charles H. Callison is a follows:) 


The National Wildlife Federation recommends that at least 60 percent of the 
annual receipts from duck stamp sales be budgeted and expended for acquisition 
of waterfowl areas, even though the legislation currently under consideration 
would earmark only 40 percent for acquisition. We think the need for acquisi- 
tion is that critical. 

We believe that up to 15 percent of the receipts may appropriately be used for 
enforcement of waterfowl regulations and for administration of the act, as 
presently provided in the law. We recommend no change in this provision. 

The other 25 percent of receipts should be left in a discretionary category in 
order to provide the desirable flexibility in funding and administering the water- 
fowl program. 

We recommend that the balance of the money needed for development and 
maintenance, or for enforcing the migratory bird hunting regulations, be pro- 
vided by Congress through direct appropriations. Programing of duck stamp 
funds largely for acquisition as recommended above, we believe, would be in 
keeping with the intent of the Duck Stamp Act as originally passed in 1935 and 
as amended in 1949. 

Mr. Boykin. You may proceed on the other bill, Mr. Callison. 

Mr. Cautuison. My other statement, Mr. Chairman, is concerned 
with bills H. R. 162, and H. R. 598, and H. R. 3257, and others relating 
to the Treasury balance of unappropriated Federal aid wildlife funds. 

Again my statement is presented as a joint statement for me and 
Mr. Claude D. Kelley, president of the National Wildlife Federation. 

The Treasury balance of Pittman-Robertson (Federal-aid wildlife) 
funds was collected, like other Pittman-Robertson funds, from an 
excise tax on sporting arms and ammunition, a tax collected from the 
sportsmen of the United States. It accumulated because during the 
years from 1939 to 1946 Congress failed to appropriate the full amount 
of the annual receipts. 

There were good reasons for that. Those were war years, and as a 
matter of fact, the States in many instances could not use the full 
receipts during many of those years. 

Thereafter the law was changed to provide automatic appropriation 
of each year’s full receipts for allocation to the States during the suc- 
ceeding fiscal year. 

For the information of the subcommittee, I have prepared in my 
statement a table showing how the surplus piled up, and how much 
was left over each year after appropriations. The accumulated bal- 
ance in 1947 was $13,467,468.61. 

Mr. Borxrn. That is very good. 

Mr. Catutson. That is the amount of excise-tax collections which 
accv mulated. 

Then I have another table showing how the $13 million plus of 
surplus funds would be apportioned among the States. These are 
approximate figures, because each year’s allocation is dependent upon 
the number of hunting licenses sold. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I suppose you should put that in the record, because 
we will want to study it. 

Mr. Catuison. Yes, I shall not try to read all of these figures. 

Mr. Boykin. We have some Congressmen who will testify on these 
bills later, and we certainly want to get everything you have in the 
record. 

(At this point Mr. Boykin was called to the Senate Committee 
on Appropriations, and Mr. Robeson took the chair.) 

Mr. Catiison. The various State delegates attending the last annual 
convention of the National Wildlife Federation, held March 11-13 at 
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Montreal, Canada, adopted a resolution endorsing in principle the 
bill introduced by Congressman Price and Congressman Young (H. R. 

62 and 598). The essential feature of this bill, Mr. Chairman, is the 
5-year allocation of $13,500,000 to the State in addition to their regular 
annual Federal-aid apportionment. Thus the money would actually 
become available, over a 5-year period, for constructive and needed 
wildlife restoration projects under the supervision of the State game 
and fish departments. 

Distribution of the fund over 5 years would enable the States to 
make good and efficient use of it. Very few of the States would ex- 
perience hardship or difficulty in scheduling approved projects or in 
matching the funds. 

The objection voiced by the Bureau of the Budget that some States 
could not effectively use the additional funds, and that some States 
would benefit at the expense of others, is refuted by the facts of experi- 
ence during 17 years under the Pittman-Robertson program. Less 
than 2 percent of the total of all allocations under the act has been 

reverted by the States through failure to find matching funds or 
failure to plan acceptable projects. 

During fiscal year 1954, the last year for which reports are avail- 
able, only 9 States reverted significant amounts. They were Connecti- 
cut, $25,979; Georgia, $27 wa" Iowa, $14,673; Montana, $22,666; 
Nebraska, $438,536; Nevada, $13,989; New Mexico, $13,082; Rhode 
Island, $32,949 ; and Texas, $159, 453. 

Total reversions by all the States last year was only $360,154, which 
was less than 2 percent of the total apportionments of $57,035,670. 

Furthermore, funds reverted do not accrue to the benefit of other 
States, nor are they wasted. They revert to the migratory waterfowl 
fund for expenditure by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the migratory waterfowl program. Thus all the States benefit 
indirectly even from reversions. 

All of the other objections of the Budget Bureau and of the 
Department of Interior can be met by a revision of the bills according 
to a plan which I have heard discussed by Mr. Metcalf, Mr. Price, 
Mr. Young, Senator Bible and the other sponsors. 

A redefinition of “wildlife restoration project” by including the 
words “management exclusive of law enforcement and public rela- 
tions,” as proposed i in Mr. Metcalf’s H. R. 3257, would ease the fiscal 
a of most of the States that presently are finding some dif- 
ficulty in matching the Federal aid. This is because such an amend- 
ment would enable the States to schedule and execute Federal-aid 
projects for certain management activities that now have to be fi- 
nanced entirely with State funds. 

Through resolution adopted at our Montreal convention, however, 
the National Wildlife Federation went on record opposing such an 
amendment unless a limitation were set on the portion of the funds 
that could be expended for so-called “management” activities. We 
fear, Mr. Chairman, that without such limitation, some States might 
tend to spend most of the funds for maintenance and management 
activities and neglect the need for new and constructive projects. We 
suggest a limitation of, say, 25 percent or 30 percent on “management” 
expenditures. 

In conclusion, we should like to emphasize the fact that these ac- 
cumulated, idle funds—$13,467,368—came from the pockets of Amer- 
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ican sportsmen. Under the law the money rightfully belongs to the 
State game departments for expenditure in projects designed to re- 
store wildlife resources and to provide better hunting opportunities 
for the public. We respectfully urge you to act pr omptly , so the ad- 
ditional money can be put to work in the several States next year. 
We thank you for the privilege of presenting our views. 
(The tables submitted by Mr. Callison are as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the Treasury balance of Pitt- 
man-Robertson (Federal-aid wildlife) funds was collected, like other Pittman- 
Robertson funds, from an excise tax on sporting arms and ammunition, a tax 
collected from the sportsmen of the United States. It accumulated because dur- 
ing the years from 1939 to 1946 Congress failed to appropriate the full amount 
of the annual receipts. Thereafter the law was changed to provide automatic 
appropriation of each year’s full receipts for allocation to the States during the 
succeeding fiscal year. 

For the information of the subcommittee, this is how the maepine ried up: 


Fiscal year Receipts Appropriations Balances 


=e ne ee .| $2,976, 019. 80 $1, 000, 000 $1, 976, 019. 80 
1940...___- ; .-| 3,707, 843. 68 1, 500, 000 2, 207, 843. 68 
1941..._. arene | 5, 535, 773. 25 2, 500, 000 3, 035, 773. 25 
I Fes eS Fobendcd th ast 3. sehda ek « akeese eas | 5,072, 587. 60 2, 750, 000 2, 322, 587. 60 
1, 149, 332. 58 | 1, 250, 000 —100, 667. 42 
1, 061, 044. 95 1, 000, 000 61, 044. 95 
3, 132, 402. 04 | 900, 000 | 2, 232, 402. 04 
5, 232, 464. 71 | 1, 000, 000 | 4, 232, 464. 71 
Feces (dn 2, 500,000 | —2, 500, 000. 00 














13, 467, 468. 61 











The excise-tax collections of $9,031,273.51 for fiscal year 1947 were appropri- 
ated for Federal aid for fiscal year 1948, and each year thereafter the preceding 
year’s collections have automatically been appropriated leaving the surplus in 
the special fund in the Treasury at $13,467,468.61. 

Figured on the basis of current P-R allocations, the $13,467,468.61 Treasury 
balance, if appropriated in a lump sum, would be apportioned to the States ap- 
proximately as shown in the table following. These are approximate figures only 
because each year’s allocations are dependent on the number of hunting licenses 
sold—a variable figure in every State: 


Alabama_______- Se ee $233, 889 | Nebraska_______ See See $271, 386 
DO ois ee Ben, eae | Peeve a bee ena 261, 862 
NNR oid i, Jee 235, 254| New Hampshire______.____-- 67, 337 
CL iid since utleleiea ey Caree LOIN ia cs ki cenig ee toni etiam a 253 
RN inca: Nes EM cae arta 429, 279 | New Mexico__________-______ )2, 574 
eee Eset POW 0 Ot Bie kane oe ncewne 5E oon 264 
DE. oa tet abode 67, 337 | North Carolina_______._____-_ 270, 201 
SPSS ik. Ett iok tl Shika sieleee 387,007 | North Daketa«. . 1. .....< 209, 475 
OE on its cata asecenes OR i 406, 486 
TN ho cians ebsites cea es UP | I a ch nem es ewe 248, 007 
BUI icc pecs ss ascent ON ak, ee 329, 059 
PINT 5 i os acre neato 279, 825} Pennsyivania.__............. 516, 048 
DNs oi de 285, 775 Rhode Island... ......._.--. 67, 337 
IR a eh ds nn ereatee eed 291, 576) South Carolina_._.._._____.. 142, 235 
TT icin ecg tchacs oar te, aed | ee LIOR ag nn ee 247, 926 
SOIR - sisesei sen oes os eee UG, L101 Lenueseece.......+..----- namie 293, 271 
Pen hd 2 Se. eee SUT Oe Wt 673, 373 
Dies ite. ce ce Oe, Cte iit tied bates chindic kw 258, 709 
Massac husetts is cs Sega bton sateaetaantemauats 0 ey ae 67, 337 
MI ica ieee CR i ar ee ee 255, 628 
OE a ees Giscietecee 420, G55 | Wasningvon. ............ 361, 084 
Pentecost aU le Pe 100; 1767 Wert "Viviiita.. nooo ue 173, 835 
DE in coe ctcieaee G16; 204) Wineoeein.....+-.-.-- swe 408, 002 
DAGRROOS 6 sistas i> scat chtcum BA) O88) Fi POMIOE enennee~- eo 286, 688 
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Mr. Ropeson (presiding). Are there any questions ? 

Mr. THompson. I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, if the gentle- 
man endorses these bills that have been introduced by several of our 
colleagues, and yet mentions that there should be a limitation as to 
the use of these funds by the States for management purposes. Do 
you have an amendment ‘worded that would be : appropriate to amend 
any one of these pieces of legislation to accomodate your thinking? 

Mr. Cattison. Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Thompson has asked, I think 
that a revision has been under discussion of Mr. Metcalf’s, Mr. Price’s, 
Mr. Young’s, and some of the other bills. I think it will come before 
the committee, and I think they will make suggestions to the committee 
with the idea that a substitute bill can be developed which will combine 
the best features of the 2 types of legislation under consideration. 

Mr. Tuompson. There, again, I think it would be well to have the 
specific type of amendment which the Federation would endorse in 
order to have that to weigh against other proposals which would 
come before the committee. If that could be given to us for the 
record it will be helpful. 

Mr. Ropeson (presiding). If there are no other questions we appre- 
ciate your testimony, Mr. Callison. 

Mr. Bonner. I would like to ask the witness some questions. 

Mr. Roseson (presiding). Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. Then your association endorses the division of this 
accumulated fund. What is your association’s attitude toward the 
preservation of the fund to be used as to forecast what the States may 
secure in future years ? 

Mr. Cauuison. We do not faver that proposal. 

Mr. Bonner. You favor dividing it up and giving it to the States 
at the present time. 

Mr. Catuison. We feel that the States have not experienced any 
administrative difficulty in planning for the expenditure of these 
funds under the present conditions. 

Mr. Bonner. You do not see any need of budgeting the funds to 
know in the future what you are going to get? 

Mr. Caxuison. In the future 

Mr. Bonner. I am asking you that question. 

Mr. Catxison. Yes. They have, Mr. Bonner, 2 years now in which 
to obligate the funds. 

Mr. Bonner. What do you mean by 2 years? 

Mr. Caxuson. That is after the annual apportionment is made 
known to the States. For example, this year’s collections from the ex- 
cise taxes collected from sports arms and ammunition will be appor- 
tioned to the States after the close of this fiscal year. Usually the an- 
nouncement is made by September. The States then have all of the 
next year and the following year in which to obligate those funds, and 
in which to come up w ith projects and submit new projects. 

Mr. Bonner. Th at is, as to funds collected in 1954? 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes, for the fiscal year 1955 

Mr. Bonner. Just a minute. 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. The funds collected in 1954 are given to the States 
in what year ? 

Mr, Cauuison. 1955. 

Mr. Bonner. 1955? 
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Mr. Cauuison. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. How far in advance does the State know what that 
amount will be? 

Mr. Catxiison. From experience under the act there has been estab- 
lished the amount of collections 

Mr. Bonner (interposing). Iam not talking about the experience. 
I am saying how far in advance do they know what funds they will 
get. 

Mr. Catxiison. They do not know what the funds are going to be 
until the announcement comes out in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Bonner. And they get the matching fund from where? 

Mr. Cauutson. From the State hunting and fishing licenses that 
they issue. 

Mr. Bonner. Only from that? 

Mr. Catutson. They may in a few States have other sources of 
revenue but they have to match the funds from their own State 
revenues. 

Mr. Bonner. So there would be no advantage in knowing definitely 
a year in advance what the amount would be ? 

Mr. Catiison. We feel there would be some advantage in that, but 
we think the other proposal, to make the funds actually available, 
has greater advantages. 

Mr. Bonner. If it is immediately available would one State spend 
it in one way and another State in another way or would it be spent 
in a uniform manner ? 

Mr. Carutson. It would be spent in accordance with the present 
requirements of the Pittman-Robertson Act. 

Mr. Bonner. For what type of projects? 

Mr. Catiison. One common type of project is the acquisition of 
game management areas of the type discussed here a few moments 
ago. Also, wildlife research projects are carried out. 

Mr. Bonner. How much money can you spend in research ? 

Mr. Catxison. There is not a per centage limitation. 

Mr. Bonner. They could spend it all for research ? 

Mr. Catxison. If they could justify it. 

Mr. Bonner. How much has been spent for research in recent years? 

Mr. Catiison. Pittman-Robertson expenditures for research have 
been diminishing in recent years because the States completed most 
of the needed investigations in the first years of the program. 

Mr. Bonner. None of it is spent for ‘enforcement ? 

Mr. Cauuison. No, sir. 

Mr. THompson. I think it would be advantageous for the States to 
have advance notice of the money they will get because this is 75-25 
matching, is it not? 

Mr. Catrison. Yes. 

Mr. THomrson. And in States where they have biennial appropria- 
tions the budgets are made 21% years in advance, so if they do not 
have sufficient notice many States will not provide the necessary 
matching funds. 

Mr. Bonner. In some States the legislatures meet every other 
year. 

Mr. Tompson. Yes. Louisiana was one of those States until 
this year. 
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Mr. Catuison. Mr. Chairman, with your permission and with Mr. 
Thompson’s permission, I should like to comment on Mr. Thompson’s 
last statement. 

Mr. Roseson. Go ahead. 

Mr. Cauison. The International Association of Fish and Game 
Commissioners, made up of administrative directors and heads of the 
various Fish and Game Commissions, has endorsed the 5-year alloca- 
tion of the money in preference to the use of the accumulated fund 
to bring about a delay of each year’s apportionments. So apparently 
the majority of the State fish and game directors do not feel that that 
is as important as the need for additional funds for wildlife projects. 

Mr. THompson. How does the 5-year allocation work? 

Mr. Catuison. This table that I submitted with my statement show- 
ing the approximate amount of each State’s share would be divided 
5 ways, 20 percent would be appropriated to them annually in addition 
to the regular Federal aid apportionments. 

Mr. Sreety-Brown. But that does not solve the time problem that 
Mr. Thompson referred to. 

Mr. Cauutson. No, it does not solve that problem, but we feel that 
is not a serious problem and apparently the majority of the States do 
not feel it is either. 

Mr. Ropeson. If there are no further questions we will excuse the 
witness. 

Mr. Cautuison. Thank you again for your courtesy and for the privi- 
lege of appearing before you. 

Mr. Roseson. Mr. Johnson, I understand Mr. O’Hara wants to 
take a few minutes. He had another committee to go to, so if you 
do not object we shall hear from Mr. O’Hara at this time. 

Mr. JonHnson of Wisconsin. That is all right, Mr. Chairman. 


H. R. 5256—To Provinwe ror THE REDEMPTION oF CERTAIN UNUSED 
STAMPS 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH PATRICK 0’HARA, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I ap- 
preciate this opportunity to testify before your committee. I left an 
important executive committee meeting and Mr. Priest served notice 
on the committee he wanted the executive session ended this week and 
the bill reported out or disposed of. 

This bill, H. R. 5256, is very simple and as far I know  noncon- 
troversial. It is legislation providing for the redemption by the 
Post Office Department of certain unsold migratory bird hunting 
stamps, which would assist sporting goods dealers and others who 
perform a service for sportsmen through handling migratory bird 
hunting stamps. The bill would authorize the Post Office Depart- 
ment to redeem unused stamps that have been sold to retail dealers 
for resale to their customers but which were not resold at the end 
of the season. 

I am advised that the Post Office Department, as a matter of policy, 
under existing law sometimes redeems these stamps for a very short 
time after the duck season is over, but the minute they have their 
books closed they will not redeem these stamps. , 
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In my home State of Minnesota, where we have a great many sports- 
men, duck hunters, the hunting licenses are farmed out by the county 
auditors around the county and various storekeepers and retail dealers 
sell these hunting licenses for the convenience of the people in these 
country communities, and of course when they have that convenience 
they also have to buy these stamps before they can hunt for ducks. 
So for years it has been the custom and practice out there of not only 
handling the hunting licenses that way, but the same little store- 
keepers ‘keep on hand these migratory bird hunting stamps. 

The present provision of law pr ohibiting the redemption of unused 
stamps left in the retail stores at the end of the season is an inequity 
neue affecting these storekeepers in various States. As a prac- 

al matter, I would say it also probably cuts off some sales of these 
sane and would, I should think, do exactly that. 

Under the present setup the local merchants who sell these stamps 
do so at their own risk, in that having purchased the stamps from the 
Post Office Dep: irtment, some of which alw: ays remain unsold at the 
end of the hunting season, they cannot get refunds. We feel the 
dealer should not be penalized for carrying out this useful service 
to the Government man to the people of the community. 

H. R. 5256 makes certain and fixes the date by striking out the 
present language of the law and inserting this simple language: : 

The Postmaster General shall provide by regulations for the redemption on or 
before the 30th day of June of each fiscal year of any such unused stamps issued 
for such year which have been sold to retail dealers for resale to their customers 
and have not been resold by such dealers. 

Gentlemen, that completes my statement. It is a simple matter and 
yet it is a practical matter which I am sure the members of this com- 
mittee recognize as appropriate because of the uncertainty that has 
existed in this area in the past. Under existing law when the Post 
Office Department closes its books it says, “Boys, it is too bad. We 
cannot redeem the stamps you have on hand.” 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement. 

Mr. Rogerson. Any questions ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Chairman, for the record I wish Mr. O'Hara 
would state substantially what is the language of the law now. 

Mr. O’Hara. I knew somebody would ask that because I looked 
through my file and could not find it, but it leaves that uncertainty of 
time as to the rede smption of the stamps. 

Mr. Trompson. It is an administrative matter? 

Mr. O’Hara. An administrative matter, yes. 

Mr. Tuompson. I might say I agree heartily with the gentleman’s 
position, because we have a similar situation in Louisiana. The mat- 
ter of getting duck stamps is sometimes a difficult one. I have had 
to call a postmaster on Sunday in order to secure these stamps, and 
in many instances they are not bought for the reasons pointed out by 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Auten. As I read the present law no stamp sold shall be re- 
deemable by the Post Office Department. 

Mr. THomeson. There is no provision for redeeming them ? 

Mr. ALLEN. Now you cannot redeem them. 

Mr. O'TLara. I believe they customarily have redeemed them up 
until the time the Post Office Department closes its books, which is an 
uncertain time. After that they will not redeem them. 
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Mr. THompson. It would depend to some extend on how accom- 
modating the postmaster may be. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you havea report on this? 

Mr. O’Hara. I have not seen a report. I filed this bill on March 28 
1955. I know a companion bill has been introduced in the Senate, so 
I assume a report will be made in the near future. 

The Crerk. We requested a report from the Department of the 
Interior but not from the Post Office Department, and we have not 
had a report from the Department of the Interior. They promised to 
have it in in the next few days. 

Mr. Bonner. You did not request a report from the Post Office 
Department ? 

The Crerk. No. 

Mr. Bonner. I wish you would do so immediately. This is where a 
country storekeeper sells stamps to people in the community ? 

Mr. O'Hara. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. And where he does not sell all of them before the close 
of the hunting season ? 

Mr. O'Hara. That is right, and he is stuck with them. 

Mr. Bonner. Who cancels the stamps ? 

Mr. O’Hara. I assume the Post Office Department does. 

Mr. Bonner. Is there any question that the stamps might be used 
and then brought back for redemption ? 

Mr. O'Hara. I do not know that there is. I do not know how they 
can do that. I believe they just put them on their hunting license, as 
I understand it. 

Mr. CurisropHer. In my State where they are sold by storekeepers 
and dealers, whoever sells the stamps cancels them so that they cannot 
be used again. 

Mr. Tompson. I think the regulation is that your signature must 
appear over the stamp. 

Mr. O’Hara. I might say that Mr. W. R. Noble, representing the 
National Retail Hardware Association, is also supposed to testify 
briefly in support of this bill. 

Mr. Rogerson. I understand he would like to file a statement, and if 
there is no objection we will permit you to file the statement at this 
time and we will hear Mr. Johnson. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 














STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL RETAIT. HARDWARE ASSOCIATION BY W. R. Noste, 
COUNSEL 


The National Retail Hardware Association has a membership of more than 
23,000 hardware dealers located in communities throughout the United States. 
Most of these dealers, the majority of whom are located in rural communities, 
serve the daily hardware needs of customers and stock sporting goods including 
supplies for local hunters. 

Hardware dealers as well as other local merchants serving hunters like to 
cooperate with the post office and the public by keeping in stock migratory 
waterfowl] stamps for sale to local hunters. Hunters are frequently embarrassed 
by not being able to buy these duck stamps from local post offices. Post offices 
generally keep regular and shorter hours and are frequently closed when the 
hunter decides to go hunting. The local hardware dealer can purchase migratory 
duck stamps from the post office to make them available to the hunters as 
needed. The dealer buys the stamps for $2 each from the post office and, of 
course, sells them to hunters at exactly the same price. 

At the present time, the post offices are reluctant to redeem unsold migratory 
waterfowl stamps which have not been sold at the end of the season. Some post 
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effices have redeemed stamps up to the date that they are required to make 
an accounting to Washington. Other local post offices have refused to redeem any 
stamps after they have been purchased from the post office. We understand 
that there is nothing in the Federal regulations at the present time authorizing 
post offices to redeem unsold duck stamps. It seems to be left entirely to the dis- 
cretion of each postmaster as to whether he wishes to redeem stamps which 
nave not been sold and remain unused. 

A letter addressed to us by the Grande Co., a small hardware store located 
in Virginia, Minn., is typical of reports from hardware stores in other sections 
of the country. Mr. John A. Grande, president of the Grande Co., states: 

“A number of years ago we tried handling Federal duck stamps to go along with 
sales of small game licenses. We sold a number of them, but ended up the 
season with about 10 on hand. We took them over to the post office for a re- 
fund but were told they had no authority to make refunds so we were just out. 

“Tt would be a convenience to hunters to be able to purchase their duck stamps 
when and where they purchase their licenses, but we as dealers do not care 
to handle them and sustain a loss on the unsold stamps at the end of the season.” 

H. R. 5256 introduced by Congressman O’Hara of Minnesota on March 28, 
1955, requires the Postmaster General to issue regulations providing for the 
redemption on or before the 30th day of June of each year of any unused migra- 
tory waterfowl stamps which have been sold to retail dealers for resale to their 
customers and which have not been resold by such dealers. This would permit 
Jocal merchants to serve hunters by purchasing stamps for resale to them 
without assuming the financial risk of having purchased stamps, some of which 
always remain unsold at the end of the hunting season and for which they 
cannot get refunds. 

Dealers should not be penalized for trying to render this useful service to 
local hunters. Furthermore, this proposed bill would not cost the Government 
any revenue to which it is entitled. We therefore urge your favorable consider- 
ation of H. R. 5256. 


H. R. 2142-—-To AmenpbD THE Miacratory Birp Huntine Stamp Act 


,OBESON. e will now hear ohnson o Tisconsin. 
Mr. R Ww ill ] Mr. Joh f VW 1 


STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is 
a pleasure to be here this morning with you. At this time I wish to 
make a statement to the committee in support of my bill, H. R. 2142, 
to amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act for the purpose of 

earmarking not less than 40 percent of duck st: ump receipts for the 
acquisition of waterfowl refuges and sanctuaries, 

Mr. Chairman, I know that for several hours this committee has lis- 
tened to testimony of the legislative representatives of the various 
conservation and wildlife societies who have appeared before your 
committee. In my short time in Congress, I have come to know many 
of them personally and I know they are experts in their field and sin- 
cerely want to try to solve this problem of securing the needed lands 
for refuges and breeding grounds for migratory waterfowl. 

I also know that your committee will hear Mr. John L. Farley, 
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service. I know from talks he has 
made that he also wants to secure the needed lands. I know that the 
able members of this committee, since you continually study in this 
field, have far more knowledge than I on the subject of Federal pro- 
grams pertaining to migr atory waterfowl. 

So perhaps, Mr. Chairman, what I have to say may seem elementary 
to your committee. I w oe you to know that I am serious about the 
duck stamp problem. I do know this, that I personally know a lot 
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more about the refuge program than I did on April 6 of last year. It 
was then that my good friend, Congressman Lee Metcalf, of Mon- 
tana, interested me in this matter. 

The problem came to my attention when Congressman Lee Metcalf 
tried to amend the appropriations bill for the Department of the In- 
terior to restore the $1,200,000 that had been cut irom the appropria- 
tion funds for the Fish and Wildlife Service. This cut was made by 
the Director of the Budget and the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee. In that discussion, what was happening to the duck-stamp money 
was touched upon. 

Then on June 3 of the last session, under a special order, I discussed 
the matter on the House floor and inserted into the Congressional Rec- 
ord a speech by Mr. Carl D. Shoemaker, conservation consultant, Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation, and general counsel for the International 
Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners, which 
explained thoroughly the duck-stamp problem and what use was being 
made of this money. I believe this helped to bring the problem before 
the conservationists and duck hunters of the country. 

[ talked to the distinguished chairman of this committee this morn- 
ing and he said he was receiving hundreds of communications from all 
over the country on the subject. 

Mr. Borxrin. That is right. I have them right here. They will be 
put in the record. 

Mr. Jounson. As you know, I have been working for some time 
to secure this hearing. Prior to coming to Congress in October 
19538, I have always been interested in conservation on the local 
level. I have belonged and continue to belong to a number of clubs 
in my home county of Jackson. The Ninth Wisconsin Congres- 
sional District, which I represent, is deeply interested in this prob- 
lem, as the district is located in western Wisconsin and the Missis- 
sippi River is the western boundary of four of the counties I represent. 
In Wisconsin we have three national wildlife refuges. 

The Upper Mississippi River Wildlife and Fish Refuge, created 
by an act of Congress on June 7, 1924, consists of 197,444 acres, with 
32,667 acres in Minnesota, 87,411 acres in Wisconsin, 54,230 acres in 
lowa, and 23,136 acres in Illinois. This is the longest refuge in the 
United States, including intermittent tracts along 284 miles of the 
Mississippi River from Nelson, Wis., to Rock Island, Ill. Parts of 
it were secured by direct acquisition by the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
while the remainder was transferred from the Corps of Engineers 
under cooperative agreement. 

Refuge bottom land varies from 2 to 5 miles in width from the 
mouth of the Chippewa River to Prairie du Chien, Wis. Below 
Prairie du Chien bottom lands become narrower until reaching the 
Savanna Ordnance Depot near Savanna, Ill. Between the ord- 
nance depot and Clinton, Iowa, wide river bottoms are again the 
rule. However, below Clinton to the lower end of the refuge bot- 
tom land is negligible except at the mouth of tributary streams. 
Precipitous wooded hills, varying from 200 to 600 feet in height, 
border the refuge from the Chippewa River to Clinton, Iowa. Below 
Clinton these hills give way to much more gradual slopes. 

Development of the 9-foot navigation channel by the Corps of 
Engineers has changed both water levels and wildlife habitat. New 
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marsh as well as formation of extensive pools resulted from the 
construction of 13 dams within the limits of the refuge. 

Also, just south of the Ninth District is located the Necedah Nation- 
al Wildlife Refuge. This is a unit in the chain of refuges of the 
Mississippi flyway extending from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico. 

This 40,000-acre refuge is located in Juneau County about 7 miles 
west of Necedah, Wis. Only 201 acres were acquired through sale 
of duck stamps. The area is characterized by numerous ponds and 
marshy areas separated and broken up by sandy ridges and islands. 
A network of old drainage ditches maintains the w ater levels in man- 
made impoundments. The primary types of vegetation consist of 
jackpine-scrub oak mixtures on the uplands, and aspen and serub 
willow in the lowlands. Limited number of white and red pines are 
still present. 

The refuge was established in 1939 primarily to give sanctuary and 
provide food and nesting cover for migratory water ‘fowl. 

Although many species of birds nest t here, the spring and fall migra- 
tions of waterfowl are the most interesting feature of the refuge. 
The peak populations in fall are usually reached in late October. 

And I cannot pass without mentioning the Horicon National Wild- 
life Refuge on which I have hunted ducks many times, from 1918 
and in the twenties. I was raised 12 miles north of that area. 

Mr. Boykin. Where is that? 

Mr. Jounson. Sixty or 70 miles northwest of Milwaukee and it is 
one of the greatest refuges for geese in the country. This refuge 
was the dream of Curly Radke of Hori icon, Wis., back in the 19: 20's 
His hopes were not realized until 1941, when this land was purchased. 
This is one refuge purchased principally from these duck stamp 
moneys. 

Horicon Marsh in southeastern Wisconsin is recognized as one of 
the most fertile and productive marshes in America. It was formed 
in geological times by shallow gouging of the Wisconsin glacier 
creating a lake, which by sedimentation and decomposition of vegeta- 
tion made the marsh as it is today. The present marsh is about 14 
miles in Jength from north to south and 3 to 4 miles wide. The water 
supply comes from the upper branches of the Rock River. 

The Horicon National Wildlife Refuge, established in 1941, con- 
tains about 20,600 acres, of which 20,417 were purchased with duck 
stamp moneys. This area, administered by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, United States Department of the Tnterior, is a unit in the 
chain of refuges of the Mississippi flyway extending from Canada 
to the Gulf of Mexico. Before drainage in the 1900's, ‘Horicon Marsh 
was one of the most famous duck-hunting spots in the country. Now 
it is one of the finest places in Wisconsin for seeing fall and spring 
goose concentrations, as well as rich varieties of nesting waterfowl and 
marshbirds. Construction of a dike spanning the marsh has made 
possible dual operations—the northern two-thirds as a refuge of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service and a 10,000-acre wildlife area of the Wis- 
consin Conservation Department to the south. 

Flocks of Canada geese, which have exceeded 30,000 birds, stop 
here during March and April and again in October and November. 
Their daily flights within and from the marsh are most impressive. 
Blue and snow geese in lesser numbers may usually be seen. That is 
one area where the Wisconsin Conservation Agency has purchased 
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land adjoining the refuge. I had a great number of men tell me they 
used to fish there and catch bullheads by the bagful, and then pro- 
moters came and drained off the land and tried to sell it to the city 
people, and it did not work, and after years of effort, in 1941 it 
hecame a national wildlife refuge. I know from the trouble that the 
State and Federal Government had in secur ing those lands the trouble 
they must have in some areas with farmers where, by moving the 
water back to some extent, it would ruin some of their land. 

Mr. Boykin. What do they use the land for now ? 

Mr. JoHNson. Some ducks are there during the summer and some 
geese stay there the year around. That is about 30 miles from Green 
Lake. I was there this spring and saw flocks of thousands going 
from there to Horicon Marsh on the way to Canada for the summer. 

Mr. Sreety-Brown. You do not object to having a State refuge? 

Mr. Jounson. I donot. If we did not have these places there would 
be no ducks or geese left. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. I agree with what the gentleman is saying. I 
wanted to make sure that was what he was saying. 

Mr. Jounson. I wanted to give you this picture of the progress of 
the national refuge program for migratory waterfowl in my own 
State for special reasons. 

First, anyone familiar with Wisconsin knows that there are many 
other areas which can and will be developed if there is money avail- 
able. The various members of the committee, I believe, will find the 
same condition in their own States if they examine the list of Federal 
refuges. I secured from the Department a list of all the Federal wild- 
life migratory bird refuges in the United States. I noticed the pub- 
lication date was 1952, but from the information I have been able to 
get I do not think any new ones have been established since 1952, and 
I believe I can furnish every member of the committee one of these 
pamphlets which will show what you have in your own States. 

Mr. BoyK1n. We will be delighted to have it. 

Mr. JoHnson. Second, you w “ill note that only 20,618 acres of a total 
of 258,044 acres of these refuges were established by the use of duck 
stamp money to buy the land although these moneys have been used to 
develop the area. And I might say the largest proportion of the land 
purchased in Wisconsin with duck st: amp money was in the Horicon 
Marsh area. I do not think in other States you will find as much duck 
stamp money was used, but this Horicon Marsh area has had so much 
publicity through the Izaak Walton League and other groups. 

Mr. Boykin. How many acres of land do you have? 

Mr. Jounson. In the State of Wisconsin ? 

Mr. Boykrn. In this lake area. 

Mr. Jounson. It is not a lake. There are 20,618 acres in the Hori- 
con Marsh area that is Federal land. There are some State lands. I 
do not have the figure before me. 

Third, to show you that the various refuges in Wisconsin go back 
to 1924, 1939, and 1941, you will note that there have been no new Fed- 
eral refuges for migratory waterfowl established in Wisconsin in the 
last 14 years. I think that for the Nation as a whole, you will find 
that the refuges had their largest growth in acres from 1932 to 1939. 
T shall go into that later in my discussion. 

Mr. Chairman, I do wish to review the broad history of these pro- 
grams since the Migratory Bird Treaty was entered into between the 
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United States and Canada in 1916. My purpose in doing this is to 
focus the spotlight on the objective of my bill. 

Negotiation of the 1916 treaty and passage by Congress of the en- 
abling act in 1918 did not assure increased pr opagation of waterfowl. 
In spite of the protective wing of the Federal Government, the wild 
waterfowl population continued to decline, much to the dismay of 
sportsmen. This fact generated considerable discussion during the 
1920’s in and outside of Congress. The discussion finally resulted in 
enactment of the Norbeck-Andresen Act of February 18, 1929 (Public 
Law 770 of the 70th Cong.). The purpose of this act was to more 
effectively meet the obligations of the 1916 treaty and to launch pro- 
grams to reduce dangers threatening in one way or another, propaga- 
tion of migratory w: aterfowl. 

The Norbeck-Andresen Act also established the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Commission, the functions of which are to pass on pro- 
posals for the purchase of refuges. The act also authorized appro- 
priations of about $8 million a year for 10 years, and thereafter annual 
appropriations of $200,000 for the refuge program. However, Con- 
gress did not make the necessary appropriations to carry out the 
program. 

THE DEPRESSION THIRTIES 


Then came the early thirties, with the great drought at its height. 
Water from prairie potholes, ponds, and marshes had disappeared into 
thin air; duststorms raged, and farmers throughout the Dust Bow] 
were panic stricken and in poverty. Waterfowl had reached the 
lowest point in their history. Severe restrictions on the take were 


ordered, but control of the hunter kill was far from the answer to the 
basic problem of where the birds would find suitable nesting cover, 
food, and protection. The refuge program, which has seen an aus- 
picious beginning with the passage of the Norbeck-Andresen Act, was 
also witheri ing on the vine. Funds to implement the act were unavail- 
able during the depression, and many sincere conservationists pre- 
dicted the final extinction of the Nation’s ducks and geese as the in- 
evitable end. Our waterfowl population continued to decline until 
it hit a new low in 1982. 

All of you remember the many programs that came after the elec- 
tion of Franklin Roosevelt in 1932. Programs to lift the people 
from the depths of the depression and programs to prevent future 
droughts in the Dust Bowl areas. 

In January 1934, President Roosevelt appointed a special water- 
fowl committee consisting of Jay N. (Ding) Darling, famous car- 
toonist : Thomas Beck, wealthy magazine editor and avid duck hunter, 
and Aldo Leopold, one of the Nation’s foremost biologists. This com- 
mittee immediately set a goal of $50 million for the purchase and 
restoration of submarginal and other lands for wildlife, with special 
emphasis on. migratory waterfowl. 

Such breadth of imagination created a public gasp, yet it fired the 
enthusiasm of conser vationists everywhere. “Ding” Darling came in 
as Chief of the Biological Survey and completely ‘changed the course 
of refuge history. More than any other single individual in conser- 
vation histor y he proclaimed the plight of drought- stricken and over- 
shot ducks with his eloquent tongue, his facile pen, and his pungent 
cartoons. In a short time, $8,500,000 of emergency funds were ob- 
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tained for the purpose of buying lands and for constructing fences, 
dikes, dams, and necessary buildings, as follows: A special fund of $1 
million was set aside by the President for the purchase of migratory 
waterfowl refugees; $1,500,000 was allocated from the submarginal 
land retirement fund; and $3,500,000 from drought relief funds to 
be used for the purchase and development of lands within the drought- 
stricken areas; from WPA funds, $2,500,000 was allotted for engineer- 
ing operations, to construct water level controls and to improve natural 
conditions on the refuges. 

It was in this setting of excited interest among sportsmen and con- 
servationists that the Duck Stamp Act, formally known as the Fed- 
eral Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act, came into being in 1934. 
Its purpose was— 
to supplement and support the Migratory Bird Conservation Act by providing 
funds for the acquisition of areas for use as migratory-bird sanctuaries, refuges, 
and breeding grounds, for developing and administering such areas, for the pro- 
tection of certain migratory birds, for the enforcement of the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act and regulations thereunder, and for other purposes. 

“Ding” Darling drew the design for the first “Duck Stamp,” and 
during ‘the first year of its sale almost $600,000 of new moneys were 
added to the funds available for the National program. 

Frenzied activity among the small staff of the Biological Survey 
under Darling’s le adership, full cooperation of State conservation 
clirectors, and active participation by many sportsmen’s groups led 
to unbelievable results. Land negotiators, surveyors, engineers, 
draftsmen, biologists, and other skilled help were hastily recruited 
and added to Ding’s staff. Great projects were initiated. Surveys 
and negotiations for lands rushed forward at a dizzy pace. Buildings, 
dikes, dams, and other structures were rushed to the construction stage. 
Many were aided by WPA relief labor. others through the use of 
workers in the Civilian Conservation Corps. Between July 1, 1934 
and March 31, 1935 some 653,000 acres of lands were optioned in time 
for letting ¢ onstr uction contracts amounting to $892,000. 

C hautauqua Refuge in Illinois; Seney in Michigan; Squaw Creek 
in Missouri; Arrow wood. Des Lacs, Lostwood, and. Upper and Lower 
Souris Refuges in North Dakota; and Sand Lake, Lacreek, and Wau- 
bay in South Dakota, all came into being. Several existing areas were 
expanded by the addition of suitable lands. By June 30, 1935, 22 
CCC camps were working on refuges where land purchase had gone 
forward far enough to warrant development. 

By the end of 1935, White River Refuge in Arkansas; Sacramento 
in California; Delta, Lacassine, and Sabine in Louisiana; Mud and 
Rice Lakes in Minnesota; Medicine and Red Rock Lakes in Montana; 
Valentine in Nebraska; Mattamuskeet in North Carolina; Muleshoe 
in Texas; Turnbull in Washington, and the Great P Ranch as an 
adjunct to Lake Malheur in Oregon; all fell into place on the national 
refuge map. 

Later, Darling, with the aid of Senator Norbeck of South Dakota 
and other ardent conservationists in Congress, obtained another $6 
million for the waterfowl restoration program. This kept the move- 
ment, which was now well underway, going at an accelerate pace. 

By the end of 1937, acquisition was actually in progress on 62 
different refuges, old and new, while at the same time construction of 
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dikes, dams, and other facilities was proceeding on the newly pur- 
chased areas as rapidly as title passed to the United States Govern- 
ment. In the important breeding areas of North Dakota and Montana, 
landowners were cooperating wholeheartedly by granting perpetual 
easements for the flooding of their dried-up potholes, with the Gov- 
ernment providing the labor to construct dams designed to catch and 
hold the waters which were bound to return with a change in the water 
cycle. 

During those years, increasing CCC, WPA, and other relief labor 
was available for the development program, but there was a dire 
shortage of Federal funds available for the purchase of supplies and 
material to take advantage of the abundant supply of relief labor. 
Here the Duck Stamp moneys were used to great advantage for pur- 
chasing fencing material, steel, cement, water contro] gates, and other 
necessary items. Thus, these funds, though small in amount, became 
the key to the use of relief labor for the development of the growing 
thousands of acres of lands being purchased with other moneys. Dur- 
ing succeeding years, as WPA workers returned to private industry 
and CCC camps were disbanded, the Duck Stamp funds and the all- 
too-inadequate regular annual appropriations became the sole source 
of support for the waterfowl refuge program. 

Duck-stamp receipts in those early years, however, were only a drop 
in the bucket compared with the emergency funds that Mr. Darling 
was able to obtain. In fiscal year 1935, duck-stamp receipts were 
$635,000; the next year they dropped to $448,000. In 1937, they rose 
to $604,000, and in 1938 to $783,000. It was not until 1939 that they 
hit the $1 million mark. 

As a part of the relief endeavored by Franklin D. Roosevelt, the 
Government embarked upon a purchase program to retire submarginal 
lands in communities which were unable to maintain a living standard 
from their abused and worn-out soils. In 1939, that policy changed 
and the areas formerly acquired by the Resettlement and Farm Se- 
curity Administrations were turned over to other agencies of the Gov- 
ernment for administration. Five such units, totaling more than 
200,000 acres, were transferred to the Fish and Wildlife Service: the 
Carolina Sandhills in South Carolina; Little Pend Oreille in Wash- 
ington; Piedmont in Georgia; Moosehorn in Maine; and Kentucky 
Woodlands in Kentucky—all generally suited for wildlife and upland 
game, while the 40,000-acre Necedah in Wisconsin, and a 65,000-acre 
addition to the St. Marks Refuge in Florida were important additions 
to the waterfowl program. 

By 1939, all appropriated and emergency funds for the purchase of 
lands were obligated, and the duck-stamp receipts became the only 
funds available for land purchase. They also constituted a large por- 
tion of all moneys available for the development, operation, and 
maintenance of refuges previously acquired. Thus, the land-purchase 
program, by necessity, resolved itself into one of purchasing key tracts, 
either in areas where new refuges were sorely needed, or to round out 
and complete refuges which had been partially acquired during the 
burst of activity in the lush days of refuge expansion. 

During this period when the Service was able to acquire so many 
acres of refuges at no cost, and with the liberal appropriations of 
Congress for the purchase of other areas, the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
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ice’s use of the duck-stamp money for the development of land was 
well-received by the conservationists and sportsmen. 

Before I continue with my testimony, I would like to pay tribute to 
Jay N. (Ding) Darling, who did so much for conservation and is re- 
spected and admired by conservationists all over. From 1934-35 he 
headed the Biological Survey Unit in the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
He founded the National Wildlife Federation in 1936 and was the 
first president of the organization, serving in that capacity until 1938. 
Yesterday, you heard the excellent testimony of Charles Callison, con- 
servation director, who acts as legislative representative of the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation and who appeared in favor of H. R. 2142. 


REFUGE ACQUISITION SINCE 1941 


Everyone remembers Pear] Harbor on December 7, 1941, and the 
Nation at once put all its thought to the war and winning the peace. 
The Congress was no exception. In the postwar years, its thoughts 
and appropriations have been military and helping stop communism 
abroad and aid to war-torn Europe and Asia, so that appropriations 
specifically for the acquisition and development of land for migratory 
birds has lagged. 

I think the record will show that during the 1940’s, from 1941 
to 1950, there was very little new acreage acquired except that all 
these various Government departments started giving land, like the 
Department of Agriculture and other departments, transferring acre- 
age they had purchased during the thirties over to the Fish and Wild- 
life Service for development. 

Mr. Borx1n. Does not the Government already own 25 percent of 
the land in the United States? 

Mr. Jounson. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Aten. It is 47 percent in California. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Allen says it is 47 percent in California. Do any 
of you know if that is correct, that it is 25 percent for the country as a 
whole? That isa lot of land. I wonder if we would not save money 
by getting the Government to let us use some of that land for this pur- 
pose instead of acquiring more land. 

Mr. Jounson. Some of this land is not good for anything else. 

g . > 

Mr. Boyxrn. I know all about that, I have some refuge lands my- 
self, but for the Government to own 25 percent of all the land in the 
United States, and in California 47 percent, almost half, is a tre- 
mendous amount, and that might be a thought we could develop. 


f Mr. Jomunson. In the area where they purchased land in my county, 
V east of the Black River, people were trying to make a living and could 
- not and the Government purchased the land and put it back into for- 
| est land, where it should have been. It had been sold to Polish and 
e Bohemian people from Chicago back around 1910. The original 
5 settlers deprived themselves and got by, but the second and third gene- 
t rations were not doing so well. 
e Mr. Boykin. How much did they pay for that land ? 

Mr. Jounson. Not too much. Many of them are now doing well 
v elsewhere. . 


Mr. Borxry. Do you know how much per acre? 
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Mr. Jounson. No, it all depended on the value of the land, I think. 
In fact, I was not a resident of Jackson County at that time, so I do 
not know. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. When they bought this Horicon Marsh area, 
was the purchase of that land well rec eived by the people locally ? 

Mr. Jounson. There may have been some farmers who had land 
around that area who objected. There were lawsuits and various 
things going on for some period of time. I was not living in the area 
at that time, but I read about it and heard about it, but so far as the 
people in that whole surrounding area are concerned, they like it, 
especially people interested in hunting. In any area you will find 
some people who will object and try to get more for their land. 

Mr. Chairman, the principal exception ‘where appropriations specifi- 

cally for the acquisition and development of land for migratory birds 
hi ave not lagged has been in California. Here agric ultural depreda- 
tions were severe, and to meet a specific problem i in the troublesome 
wintering grounds of the lower end of the Pacific flyway, Congress in 
1948 passed what is known as the Lea Act. The need was for ¢ roplands 
on which the birds might feed instead of raiding the farmers’ rice and 
barley fields. The Lea Act, therefore, authorized the acquisition of 
wildlife- management areas on which feed could be grown. It also 
included a special provision permitting hunting at the discretion - 
the Secretary of the Interior. This plan proceeded regularly for 
5-year period, with congressional appropriations of $250,000 annntly 
to acquire, develop, and: manage specific waterfowl-management areas. 
A total of 6,927 acres in 4 separate units—the Colusa, Sutter, Merced, 
and Salton Sea—were acquired with those Lea Act moneys. 

The Congress, in 1950, 1951, and 1952, appropriated a total of $450,- 
O00, to supplement duck-stamp funds for the restoration of water- 
control dikes on the Tule Lake-Lower Klamath Refuges in northern 

California. These dikes are essential to the proper management and 
ae of waters to reduce the heavy botulism losses that had regu- 
larly occurred in this very valuable duck- and goose-concentration 
aATea,. 

Also, a special act of Congress in 1947 transferred to the Service 
jurisdiction of the Crab Ore hard ordnance plant and adjoining Fed- 
eral lands in southern Illinois. Part of this 44,000-acre area had pre- 
viously been acquired by the Federal Government as a step toward 
improving a very unsatisfactor y economic situation in the vicinity of 
the Herrin coalfields, and the balance as an addition to the ordnance 
plant. These lands formerly were under the jurisdiction of four sepa- 
rate Government agencies. The Fish and Wildlife Service was inter- 
ested in acquiring a portion of the area for waterfowl-management 
purposes, but before the bill passed the Congress it was amended to 
melude all the lands in the project, thus making one Federal agency 
responsible for its administration. At the time the Service took it over 
it had practically no wildlife value. Today it is one of the finest 
wildlife refuges in the entire United States. Indicative of the phe- 
nomenal success of the development and management program here is 
this comparison: At the time of the transfer there was no waterfowl 
use of the area; in the fall of 1953, more than 48,000 Canada geese 
inade Crab Orchard their headquarters. Incidentally, this area also 
lius become the center for some of the Nation’s most famous hunting 


dog field trails. 
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Although there has been little in the way of special appropriations 
for the acquisition and development of new refuge areas since 140, 
the Service has continued to make great strides in expanding the 
refuge system. This has been possible largely through the use of suit- 
able areas acquired by other Government agencies for other public 
purposes. 

Basic authority for Fish and Wildlife Service use of areas im- 
pounded by other agencies of the Government was first conceived in 
1934 through what is known as the Coordination Act. This was 
amended and improved in 1946 and has become a milestone in refuge 
development. The act now provides that— 
whenever the Federal Government through the Bureau of Reclamation or other- 
wise, impounds water for any use, opportunity shall be given to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service to make such use of the impounded waters for fish cultural sta- 
tions and migratory-bird resting and nesting areas as are not inconsistent with 
the primary use of the waters. 

Under this authority some excellent areas have been made available 
to the Service without cost for land. Duck-stamp moneys have been 
used for their development and for operation and maintenance, .A few 
examples are worthy of specific mention. 

When the Denison Dam was constructed across the Red River, which 
marks the boundary between Texas and Oklahoma, it flooded several] 
shallow bays with excellent waterfowl potentials. Two Federal re- 
fuges were created in 1946, the Tishomingo on the Oklahoma side, 
consisting of approximately 13,500 acres, and the Hagerman refuge 
of about 11,500 acres in Texas. Subsequent farming and other de- 
velopments for waterfowl have brought large numbers of wintering 
ducks and geese into the Red River Valley for the first time within 
the memory of local residents, and excellent shooting has resulted over 
a wide adjacent area 

The Santee refuge on the Santee and Cooper River in South Caro- 
lina is another similar area made available to the Service—in 1941 
for wildlife purposes as a part of the Santee-Cooper flood control and 
hydroelectric project. 

Two of the finest refuges in the South were developed on lands ac- 
quired and flooded by the Tennessee V alley Authority. The Wheeler 
refuge, acquired in 1938, containing ap yproximately 35.000 acres in 
northern Alabama, and the Tennessee refuge, acquired in 1945, of 
approximately 50,000 acres in western Tennessee have turned into 
two of the Nation’s finest waterfowl] wintering areas through the 
proper manipulation of food, cover, and water levels. Also, below the 
Boulder Dam on the great Colorado River, two other refuge areas 
have been set aside on reclamation projects—the Havasu, acquired in 
1941, of approximately 45,000 acres, and the Imperial, acquired in 
1941, about the same size. These refuge areas constitute the chief 
wintering grounds for the Great Basin Canada goose, and also ac- 
commodate thousands of ducks which find this to be the only suitable 
marshland in the midst of desert which stretches in endless miles in 
all directions. 

One of the finest areas in the entire refuge system came to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service in 1951 without costing wildlife funds a dime 
for land purchase. This is the 140,000-acre Loxahatchee area in the 
heart of a flood-control district immediately west of Palm Beach, Fla. 
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The Salt Plains refuge in north-central Oklahoma, originally estab- 
lished on public domain land by Executive order in 1930, is another 
good example of this cooperative approach. Shortly before World 
War II, the Corps of ne became interested in using the salt 
flats as a flood-control project. Agreement was reached with the corps 
whereby the salt flats were used ‘for an impoundment and the addi- 
tional lands acquired for the project were transferred to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service in 1948 for operations as part of the Salt Plains re- 
fuge. Duck-stamp moneys were used to acquire some 1,029 acres 
needed to round out the refuge. A diversion structure and ditch to 
supply water for a series of subimpoundments, as well as the dikes 
and control structures for the subimpoundments, have been financed 
from duck stamp revenues. The 31,000-acre Salt Plains refuge is 
now one of the outstanding refuges of the south-central plains winter- 
ing area. 

Mud Lake, in Minnesota, an excellent waterfowl breeding area, 
consisting of more than 60,000 acres, also came to the Service—in 
1937—without cost except for a few acres to round out boundaries. 
These lands were originally acquired by the Resettlement Adminis- 
tration. This is one of the few Federal refuges on which moose also 
are found. About 100 head of these large animals make Mud Lake 
their home. 

In Nevada, the famous Carson Sinks-Stillwater Slough area, con- 
taining almost 200,000 acres, and known to western duck ‘hunters since 
the beginning of irrigation in Nevada, is now extensively developed 
through a joint program—started in 1948—between the State, with 
Pittman-Robertson funds, and the Fish and Wildlife Service, with 
duck-stamp money. All of the lands in this project are provided by 
the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. Now draglines and dirtmov- 
ing equipment. are creating new and improved waterfowl] pools which 
will guarantee a perpetuation of the sport of duck hunting in one of 
the finest areas in the West. 

Most of the 783,015 acres held by the Fish and Wildlife Service for 
migratory waterfowl refuges prior to 1935, was principally purchased 
after 1932 by money appropriated by Congress. Under the authority 
of the Coordination Act passed in 1934, the Wildlife Service has added 
to its refuges 2,167,926 acres of land suitable for waterfowl manage- 
ment. This, added to the 783,015 acres acquired prior to 1935, makes 
a total of 2,950,941 acres, practically all of which was acquired prior 
to 1952. 

Summing up, as of July 30,1954, the Service had acquired—with 
duck- stamp money—209,329 acres, leased with these funds 16,815 
acres, and 11,835 acres were under contract. That is the testimony 
that Mr. Farley gave last year. Of this total of 237,979 acres, 214,052 
acres were acquired up to June 390, 1952. The balance, 23,927 acres, 
has been purchased since. The total holdings of the Service as of July 

30, 1954, were 3,200,000 acres, in round figures. I have the exact fig- 
ures in the chart I will present. These ‘figures show that since the 
early 1940’s (or the period of World War II) there has been little 
expansicn of the program. I think if you check through the various 
refuges that. were developed you will find most of them were fully 
developed by 1946 or 1947. T have the dates on which they were com- 
pleted which I will furnish to the committee. 
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DUCK-STAMP PRICE INCREASED IN 1949 


Until June 30, 1949, the Wildlife Service had realized $19,054,112 
from the sale of duck stamps and out of this total $3,403,793 had been 
used for the purchase of lands suitable for migratory waterfowl 
refuges. I do not believe any objected, as the Service, up to this time, 
received so much land at no cost that the use of the duck-stamp money 
for the development of these areas was considered satisfactory pro- 
cedure. They realized that the acreage was not increasing in any 
degree from use of duck-stamp money but the refuges that were ac- 
quired in the 1930’s and through the 1940’s had to be developed, which 
required quite a few years to accomplish. 

Mr. Auten. Did you say upward of $19 million represents the total 
collected to date from the sale of duck stamps? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. I will furnish the committee a chart on that. 
I have been able, by calling the Department and having people over 
there get a complete breakdown which will show the total duck-stamp 
money received from 1935 to date; the total paid to the Post Office 
Department from the start down to date; and I will also show the 
total paid for enforcement from the duck-stamp money. 

Mr. Auten. Is $13 million of that $19 million left? 

Mr. Jonnson. No. It was used for other purposes. 

Mr. Atuen. I am trying to coordinate the two statements made to 
the committee. One presentation indicated that $13 million of those 
funds were on hand. 

Mr. Jounson. I do not think it is on hand. I understand it has 
been used up. But I will go into that later in my testimony. I am 
just saying here that when you get this complete chart it will give 
you the breakdown and every service that this money has been spent 
for. 

I have listed the many areas all of which except one were acquired 
prior to 1949. The sportsmen were realistic and fairminded and they 
were willing to meet the Federal Government halfway. In 1949, the 
sportsmen themselves came to Congress with the request that the 
price of the duck-stamp be increased from $1 to $2. The sportsmen 
did this with the understanding that the additional revenue would 
he used for the acquisition of waterfowl refugees. Hon. Clark 
Thompson was at that time chairman of this subcommittee and they 
came to him with the request that he become the author of this legisla- 
tion. He is appearing with me today to tell you members of the com- 
mittee what transpired at that time. 

It will be interesting to note what has happened since that time. I 
think the figures will show that the funds used since that time have 
gone far astray from the intent of the legislation. I know that other 
Members of Congress share this opinion. In support of this conten- 
tion, I draw the committee’s attention to a discourse which took place 
on April 6, last year, on the House floor. I quote as follows from the 
Congressional Record, page 4456: 

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. ToLLerson. The question comes to my mind that the legislation which the 
gentleman sponsored carried a provision which limited the amount of money out 
of the duck-stamp fund which could be used for administrative purposes and 
operation, 

Mr. THomMpson of Texas. It did in this way. It was said in the basic act, to 
which mine was an amendment, that no less than 90 percent shall be available 
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for the location, ascertainment, acquisition, maintenance, and development of 
suitable areas for inviolate bird sanctuaries under the provisions of the Mi- 
gratory Bird Conservation Act. That does not provide for general administra- 
tive expenses but only for those incident to the areas in question. 

Mr. Totterson. It is my understanding then that funds can be diverted to 
other purposes ? 

Mr. Tuompson of Texas. Not as I understand the law, which the gentleman 
helped pass in that Congress. ‘ 


CUTS IN APPROPRIATIONS TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Mr. Chairman, as before stated, last year the Director of the Budget 
and Congress reduced appropriations for programs pertaining to 
waterfowl] preservation and propagation by $1.2 million. The total 
cut, as shown on my chart which I will present later on in my remarks, 
was $1,719,3: 

Asa consequence of this appropriation cut, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service has been forced to dip into duck-stamp funds for its operations. 
I quote from the statement of Mr. John L. Farley, Director of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, before the Subcommittee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, on July 30, 1954, pages 17 and 18: 

This course has been dictated by necessity. Over the veurs, as new areas came 
under administration, the Service has endeavored to secure funds for the devel- 
opment, operation, and maintenance of the new projects. 

Cuts in appropriations have made it necessary to use duck-stamp 
moneys instead of regular appropriations. 

* * * This has forced the Service to take steps which have resulted in the 
present waterfowl program being carried practically in its entirety from duck- 
stamp revenues and refuge receipts, and reversions from unexpended Pittman- 
Robertson moneys, which are also available for carrying out the purposes of the 
Migratory Bird Conservation Act. Practically all of the annual appropriation 
acts for refuge purposes are used for the maintenance of big game and upland 
areas for which duck-stamp funds cannot legally be used * * * 

Mr. Chairman, from Mr. Farley’s own statement, you can see that if 
the law is left in its present form, the expansion program will not go 
ahead on duck-stamp money. The Nation’s sportsmen certainly did 
not have this in mind when they asked Congress to increase the price 
of duck stamps from $1 to $2. 

As I analyze the operation of the program over the past years, it 
seems clear to me that administration will never measure up to, or 
square with, intent of the act. Sportsmen are also beginning to feel 
the same way, and they are raising questions as to what legislation i is 
needed to attain their objective—that is the objective of acquiring 
waterfowl refuges. 

If we continue to pursue the same policies in operation, it will make 
little difference if the price of duck stamps is raised to $5 or $10. Rais- 
ing the price of duck stamps is not the answer to this problem, unless 
we specifically write into law a provision to earmark funds for the 
purpose of acquiring waterfowl refuges. I know from the Department 
of the Interior report that they are opposed to earmarking funds. I 
would like to remind the Department and the Congress, however, that 
this is an earmarked fund already. We are dealing with a special 
fee tax levied on a special group, the duck hunters, for a special pur- 
pose. All we propose to do now is to perfect that earmarking—to nail 
it down—so the money will be expended more in line with the original 
purpose. 
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\s long as the Service may use, if they wish, all of the funds for 
developing and administering such areas for protection of certain mi- 
evratory birds, for the enforcement of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
and regulations thereunder, and for other purposes, there will always 
be a tendency for the Director of the Budget and the Congress to use 
duck stamp funds for such purposes, rather than purchasing the 
maximum acreage for refuges that is possible. 

{ do not qu: arrel with the Wildlife Service. I believe they are try- 
ing to do a fine job with the money they have. If the C ongress does 
not give them adequate funds, there is nothing else they can do if they 
are to keep operating. The trouble is with the Director of the Budget 
and the Congress. If this legislation is passed it will be up to the Di- 
rector of the Budget to recommend, and the Congress to appropriate, 
sufficient funds for operation, development, and research. We will “9 
sure that at least 40 percent of the money raised will be going for : 
quisition of wildlife refuges. 

However, I think that the time has come when Congress must take 
positive action on this matter. That is why I introduced my bill, 
H. R. 2142. 

At this point I would like to submit for the committee’s considera- 
tion three charts dealing with appropriation of funds to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and receipts and expenditures of funds from sale 
of duck stamps. In all of these charts, figures are given for the fiscal 
year, beginning with July 1 of the given year and ending with June 30 
of the following year. 
































CHART 1.—Comparison of annual appropriations for wildlife activities with total 
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1935... . $2, 394, 409 $125, 536 $129, 791 $196, 540 
1936 2, 954, 266 136, 194 189, 978 249, 263 

1937 3, 462, 144 283, 172 249, 000 276, 401 

1938 3, 969, 840 72, 943 3 305, 289 

1939 4, 231, 340 530, 200 330, 289 

1940 4, 630, 614 652, 700 345, 140 

1941 5, 100, 418 669, 700 365, 300 357, 440 

1942 5, 833, 915 856, 250 366, 500 451, 578 

1943 4, 661, 570 582, 015 342, 590 305, 925 

1944 5, 012, 490 665, 334 337, 000 329, 000 

1945 5, 185, 548 662, 475 334, 900 319, 865 

1946 5, 842, 125 648, 900 334, 120 331, 005 

1947 7, 302, 602 810, 000 369, 600 483, 200 $107, 000 

1948 6, 708, 810 895, 500 350, 000 258, 450 200, 000 

1949 10, 503, 7 1, 683, 200 367, 834 346, 450 159, 000 
1950.... 12, 934, § 1, 802, 003 393, 700 373, 500 178, 000 $250, 000 
1951 : 13, 602, OF 1, 948, 667 407, 646 456, 033 218, 383 250, 000 
1952_... 14, 852, | 1, 798, 084 420, 141 165, 666 256, 585 
1953._...- 16, 024, | 1,843, 914 420, 141 479, 478 279, 250 

ee 15, 497, 885 | 1, 652, 000 420, 141 481, 000 301, 493 

1955 13, 778, 543 | 836, 000 320, 000 380, 000 263, 000 


EXPLANATION OF CHART 1 


Mr. Chairman, chart 1 deals with a comparison of annual appropri- 
ations for wildlife activities with the total appropriations. I believe 
this charge shows very clearly what has happened to the duck-stamp 
money. You will note that with the expansion of the overall activi- 
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ties of the Fish and Wildlife Service, the annual appropriations for 
the Service steadily increased from fiscal year 1935 through fiscal year 
1953, the appropriation which was made in 1952 in the 82d Congress. 
The Service suffered a cut in appropriations in the amount of $527,175 
in fiscal year 1954, but the real damage was done in the appropria- 
tions for fiscal 1955 when a total cut of $1,719,342 was made in the 
budget for the Fish and Wildlife Service This drastic cut was 
spread over all branches of the Service, but the Branch of Wildlife 
Refuges suffered the most. Their funds for 1955 were cut more than 
half. 

Obviously, the Fish and Wildlife Service needed adequate funds 
to continue normal operations. The duck-stamp funds provided the 
needed money and this account was dipped into to a greater extent than 
was done in previous years. The figures speak for themselves and 
clearly show why the duck-stamp money was not used for acquisition 
of more refuges. I firmly believe these figures demonstrate why H. 
R. 2142, to earmark 40 percent of duck- -stamp funds for acquisition of 
refuges, should be passed. Not one bit of blame should be heaped on 
the Fish and Wildlife Serv ice, but the responsibility for diversion of 
funds should be assumed by the Executive Office of the President, the 
Bureau of the Budget, and by Congress. All of you who were present 
on the floor at the time, remember how C ongressman Lee Metcalf, of 
Montana, tried to take care of part of that cut. 
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EXPLANATION OF CILART 2—POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT CHARGES FOR 
PRINTING AND DISTRIBUTING STAMPS 


I believe these figures again show how the duck-stamp funds have 
been diverted. You will note that the Post Office Department charged 
the Fish and Wildlife Service $25,000 in 1936 for handling the print- 
ing and distribution of the duck stamps. By fiscal year 1953, the 
charge had only risen to $32,000. But now look what happened in 
1954. The char ge skyrocketed to $154,462. I am wondering why, all 
of a sudden, it costs 80 much more for the Post Office Department to 
print and sell the duck stamps. TI believe, in the name of conservation, 
the figures should go back to around $32,000. 


REFUGE MAINTENANCE CHARGES 


I now wish to discuss the figures shown in the refuge-maintenance 
column. The ¢ ‘hi arge for maintenance for the year 1! M48 was $707,802, 
This was the vear before the price of the stamp was raised from $1 
to 82. By 1952 the maintenance charge for refuges had risen to 
$1,671,304. It dropped in 1953 to $1,457,088, but reached a high of 
$1.830,450 in 1954. This represented an increase of $375,362 more in 
1954 which was taken from duck-stamp funds to pay for refuge main- 
tenance. If we go back to the 1948 figure and compare it with the 
1954 charges, we find that $1,122,648 more was taken from duck-stamp 
funds for refuge maintenance in 1954 than in 1948, Again the figures 
speak for themselves and show where the duck-stamp money is going. 


REFUGE DEVELOPMENT CHARGES 


Now we come to the column on refuge-development charges. Going 
back to 1948, and I want you to remember that this was the year before 
the duck-stamp fee w as Vi aised from $1 to $2, the chart shows that the 
amount expended was $726,671. If you look at the chart for the pre- 
vious years, the time when I contend the greatest development of 
refuges was taking place, you will not find an amount as high as this. 
You can see that it is a growing practice also to dip into duck-stamp 
funds for development costs. In 1951 refuge development used 
$1,075,497 of duck-stamp funds; in 1952 the figure was $810,661; for 
1953 it amounted to $706,344, and in 1954 it rose to $936,600. I am 
wondering why so much is now being used from duck-stamp receipts 
for development when the greatest amount of development I claim took 
place prior to 1950, when land was given to the Service by other 
departments of the Government. 

I just wish to call attention to the three additional columns at the 
right of the chart, covering the years from 1950 through 1954. The 
explanation for these columns is given at the top of the chart. 
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At this time Iam submitting chart 3: 


Cuartr 3.—Land acquisition—Receipts and erpenditures of funds from sale of 
duck stamps 


oe Tot: pi bene tae 
lotal cost of ‘Total numb» Patek enueed 
lands pur- acres pur 

chased ! chased 


rotal 


Fiscal year receipts acres leased 


$591. 466 

1936 468, 848 $14, 120 

1937 616, 473 142, 200 

1938 770, 971 109, 225 

1939 , 009, 008 69, 664 728 li 
1940 , 111,325 347, 238 2, 378 17 
1941 257, 617 218, 551 9,514 1, 001 
1942 430, 568 368, 751 914 7.001 
1943 , 368, 752 131, 569 3, 963 10, 419 
1944 1, 162, 906 201, 979 ), 898 12, 562 
1945 448, 848 514, 717 7, 521 11,812 
1946 . 743, 149 351, 781 , 879 14, 207 
1947 2, 062, 332 349, 452 22, 073 14, 207 
1948 , 775, 985 258, 439 . S86 14, 261 
1949 2 185, 864 326, 107 22, 633 14, 326 
1950 3, 959, 225 315, 862 . 475 10, 862 
1951 3, 895, 804 397, 104 , 337 12, 967 
1952 435, S97 503, 254 3, 045 13, 437 
1953 594, 512 156, 443 714 16, 815 
1954 , 543, 009 494, 614 4, 880 15, 746 


1935 


! This column includes total cost of lands purchased, leased, and donated plus cost of surveys, appraisals, 
abstracting fees, and legal fees. 


DUCK-STAMP FUNDS INCREASE, LAND PURCHASES DECREASE 


Mr. Chairman, I now wish to call attention to the last chart—chart 5. 
This deals with land acquisition made from the receipts from the sale 
of duck stamps. I want you to especially note the receipts for fiscal 
year 1949 in the amount of $2,185,864. This money was collected from 
duck stamps sold mainly in the fall of 1948 before the raise in the price 
of the stamps from $1 to $2 was effective. As you know, this was the 
bill of Congressman Clark Thompson, of Texas. You will also note 
that from the total of $2,185,864 realized from the duck-stamp pur- 
chases, the Service spent $326,175 for acquisition of new land. 

In fiscal year 1950, the increase in cost of stamps had gone into effect 
and receipts totaled $3,959,225, but look at the amount of money used 
for acquisition of new land. ‘This figure dropped to $315,862. ‘Total 
duck-stamp receipts increased in 1951 and 1952 and land-purchase costs 
also increased. But in 1953, out of $4,594,512 realized from sale of 
stamps, only $156,443 was spent for new lands acquired. Although 
1954 presents a better picture with receipts at $4,543,009 and land pur- 
chases at $494,614, you will note that only 11 percent of the stamp 
receipts went for land acquisition. 

I have totaled the figures giving receipts of duck-stamp funds from 
1950 through 1954—the period on the chart representing the $2 fee 
for stamps. I have also totaled the amount of money spent for acqui- 
sition of new refuges for the period 1950-54. You will find that of a 
total of $21,328,447 received from duck-stamp sales, only $1,865,277 
was spent for acquiring new refuges, or 8 percent plus. Again, I 
would like to point out how much greater the purchase of land would 
have been if the 40-percent earmarking of funds had been mandatory 
when the price of the stamps was increased. If this schedule had been 
followed since 1950, $8,531,378 would have been available for new 
refuge acquisition instead of the $1,867,277 actually expended for such 
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acquisition. I believe the hunters of this country, when they paid 
double the amount for the cost of the duck stamps, expected to get. much 
more in the way of land acquisition than they have been receiving. 
Furthermore, I believe that the figures I have presented to you, clearly 
demonstrate to the committee why there is such a need for passage of 
H. R. 2142. 

T have heard a lot of comments in the committee and from some con- 
servation groups as to the desirability of raising the duck-stamp fee 
to $3 or $4 or $5. With the figures I have just given, I am wondering 
how any Congressman could justify raising the fee paid by duck 
hunters so that more money could be spent for refuge acquisition. I 
believe the fee should be left at $2 as it is now and stay at that figure for 
2 years. When we can show the duck hunters and the conservationists 
that the Fish and Wildlife Service is buying the land they should, then 
we can go back to the sportsmen and ask if they will accept another 
increase in stamp fees. I think there is at least more chance that they 
will accept this raise, if we can show we are sincere. As Congressmen, 
I believe we have an obligation to keep the original pledge first made 
in 1949 that the increase in fees wouid be used for land acquisition. 
After this pledge has been kept, then will be the proper time to consider 
raising the duck- -stamp fees. But I would say, from the record in the 
past, the duck hunters would never w illingly accept an increase in fees 
unless the funds were earmarked for acquisition of migratory water- 
fowl refuges. 

Before I turn to another subject, I should like to observe that the 
Fish and Wildlife Service derives some income from refuges. The 
income is derived from timber permits, hay permits, grazing permits, 
farming and even royalties from oil. In 1952, receipts from these 
sources amounted to $1,483,266.88. Twenty-five percent of the re- 
ceipts are turned over to the counties in which they arise, so this left 
a total of around $1,100,000. I have tried to obtain the 1953 and 1954 
figures but sources in the Fish and Wildlife Service state they are not 
available. 


CUTS IN APPROPRIATIONS TO THE FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE HAVE BEEN 
THE CAUSE, SINCE FISCAL YEAR 1955, FOR THE LARGER USE OF DUCK- 
STAMP MONEYS OTHER THAN FOR THE PURCHASE OF LANDS 


At the present time we have about 3,269,549 acres of refuge Jand. 
I know that the Fish and Wildlife Service has testified to the fact 
that another 4 million acres of refuge land is needed. 

I quote again from a statement of Mr. John L. Farley, Director of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, before the subcommittee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, on June 30, 1954, pages 26 and 27: 


The eventual fate of waterfowl on the North American Continent is uncertain, 
more so in fact than for any other game species. Despite all the work that has 
been done over the years, waterfowl find their needs in ever-growing competition 
with the requirements of an expanding human population. The draining of 
marshes for agricultural improvement, for metropolitan and community growth, 
for the construction of airports, landing strips, and new highways—yes, even 
for disposal dumps for refuse from our cities and towns, pose problems that will 
be most difficult to solve. 

Today and for vears past we have watched marshes and ponds disappear before 
our very eyes as agriculture has expanded. In the black prairie pothole region 
of western and southern Minnesota and eastern North and South Dakota, agri- 
cultural drainage removed each year during 1949 and 1950, about 22,000 potholes, 
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consisting of some 68,000 acres. These areas were the most productive water- 
fowl lands in the United States, fully equal to the best producing areas in Canada. 
Similar drainage is occurring in many coastal sections, which are most important 
to the birds as wintering grounds. Most of the great natural marshes of the 
gulf are being ruined or seriously damaged for waterfowl use by salt water in- 
trusion as a result of the intercoastal and connecting canals, and by exploration 
for sulfur and oil. Waterfowl of the Pacific flyway are rapidly approaching 
a crisis stage because the lush marshes which once supported myriads of birds 
wintering in California and northern Mexico are being turned into cotton and 
rice fields, orchards, and urban developments. 

Thus we see waterfowl facing a precarious and uncertain future, and in years 
to come the major reliance will probably need to be on lands dedicated to their 
needs—lands in the ownership of the Federal Government, the States, and private 
clubs. At the same time, the acquisition of such lands will increasingly be in 
competition with other human uses and therefore acquired only at competitive 
prices. Thus the need for an accelerated acquisition and development program 
faces us in the immediate future * * *. 


Quoting from page 28 of the same statement : 


In 1934 a careful study of our waterfowl] resource showed that originally we 
had approximately 120 million acres of marsh and wetlands; less than 30 million 
acres of habitat of good quality for waterfowl remain. At that time, based upon 
the existing waterfowl population and future requirements of the waterfowl 
resource, it was felt that the Federal Government should own and develop 7.5 
million acres. That estimate has stood the test of time. We are almost halfway 
to that goal now. We still need the other 4 million acres, and we need them in 
2 much shorter period of time because the greatly accelerated destruction of 
waterfowl habitat in modern life and the attendant increase in waterfowl 
hunters. Counting the restoration work which could be done by the States, a 
total, then, of 12.5 million acres of land managed primarily for waterfowl, is 
considered the minimum acreage which will carry the present waterfowl popula- 
tion and permit its reasonable increase to a point where the waterfowl hunters 
(f the future can be accommodated on a practical basis. It is expected that the 
States, through the opportunities provided by the Pittman-Robertson program, 
will be able to preserve not less than 5 million acres of waterfowl] habitat. While 
the State will place a different emphasis on this restoration—with hunting the 
chief objective, still the waterfowl areas of the States will carry many waterfowl 
in the nonhunting season. It is only recently that the States are giving more 
emphasis to waterfowl restoration work, and it is expected that this phase of 
State game administration will continue to receive favorable and popular sup- 
port in the future. 

We already have, as a result of 20 years of waterfowl reconnaissance and the 
recent wetland survey of the Service, a knowledge of where these strategic areas 
are. About 4 million acres of them are shown on the overlay map, before you, 
encircled in orange. Each area represents a problem area from 50 to 100 miles 
long where there exists a waterfowl management problem requiring Federal 
ownership for the purpose of additional breeding grounds, wintering grounds, 
intermediate flyway refuges, endemic waterfowl disease abatement, and crop 
depredation reduction. There are generally one or more possible sites in each 
problem area which can be acquired. A number of these areas would be estab- 
lished jointly with the respective States. More and more we are teaming up on 
this type of management, which we hold most desirable. Often the overall prob- 
lem of land acquisition and development is so costly that only by pooling our 
resources, both State and Federal, can the project be undertaken. A noble 

xample of this is the new Shiawassee project in Michigan now being jointly 
restored by the State of Michigan and the Service. 

It is estimated, then, that the Federal Government should acquire and develop 
4 million acres of the remaining waterfowl management goal and the States 
collectively should acquire and develop a minimum of 5 million acres. It is 
entirely possible that the States may be able to do more than that, brt they, 
eyen more so than the Service, are limited by the future maintenance }~>!lem. 
It is estimated that this land will average $40 an acre in cost, or a total of 
$160 million for the entire Federal program. This includes averaging in the 
use of Federal reservoir lands where they are suitable and available, as well as 
future gifts and State lands at a nominal lease or on a cooperative basis. It is 
estimated that in view of our past experience the future development will cost 
$20 an acre, or a total of $80 million for the entire 4 million acres. This was 
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based upon the cost of developing the present waterfowl acreage of 3,260,549 
acres, which to date has averaged $10 an acre, including the relatively low 
development costs of the 1930’s. However, in view of the present high costs of 
construction, as well as the present construction index, it is believed that a figure 
of $20 per acre is more realistic. 

In addition to the continental United States program, because of the increasing 
importance of Alaska as a breeding ground for the Pacific flyway, approximately 
25,000 square miles of public lands in Alaska should be designated for this 
purpose. This would be done in such a manner as not to prevent hunting, fishing, 
taking of furs, development of minerals and other natural products from these 
Jands for economic use and development, but would give the Service a voice in 
seeing that they did not lose their utility for waterfowl breeding purposes. 

It is all too evident that the duck-stamp income alone would not be sufficient 
to consummate this program. It is felt that the Congress should supplement the 
duck stamp moneys which can be used for land purchase and development with 
direct appropriations for an accelerated land purchase program enabling the 
basic waterfowl management lands necessary for the preservation of the 
resource to be acquired and developed within the next 25-year period. This is 
most urgent because many of the areas here proposed for purchase and develop- 
ment will not be available if not obtained during the next 25 years in view of 
the great destruction of waterfowl habitat by competing forces in our Nation’s 
economic life. Likewise, with the rapid drainage of existing habitat, this 
replacement habitat should be bought and developed as early as_ possible. 
Obviously that proportion of the duck-stamp income which can be allotted for 
Jand purchase in the future will not begin to carry such a program. To Carry 
out such a 25-year program would require $5,400,000 annually for land purchases 
and $3,200,000 for development. Moreover, at the present time, of the 205 
waterfowl refuges developed to date. the basic maintenance of 203 is entirely 
on the duck stamp funds, totaling $2,800,000. Farther it must be realized that 
if this future program is consummated in the next 25 years, the ultimate annual 
maintenance requirement will be in the neighborhood of $6 million. 


DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET RECOMMENDS CHANGES IN SETUP 
OF MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION COMMISSION 


From the study I have made and bearing in mind the statements of 
conservation leaders with whom I have talked, I predict that con- 
servationists all over the country will agree with what the Bureau of 
the Budget has recommended in its letter of May 2, 1955, in regard 
to changing the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. He points out 
that the] language i in the first subsection does not make it clear whether 
the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission shall, as in the past, be 
the authorized agency to approve the purchase. He also recommends 
rewriting that provision which has to do with the members of the 
Migr atory Bird Conservation Commission. 

Under unanimous consent, I insert at this point the letter from the 
Bureau of the Budget (see p. 4). 

The Migratory Bird Conservation Act was fine when it was en- 
acted in 1929. Conservationists tell me that when the original law 
was passed in 1929 the Secretaries of Commerce and Agriculture 
were included because at that time the Bureau of Fisheries was in 
Department of Commerce and the Bureau of Biological Survey 
in the Department of Agriculture. Later, these two agencies ie 
combined as the Fish and Wildlife Service and transferred to the 
Department of the Interior. 

After studying the letter which the Honorable Herbert C. Bonner 
received from the Bureau of the Budget, I asked the Library of 
Congress for an explanation as to the length of time Members of 
Congress who are appointed to the Migratory Bird Conservation 
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Commission serve. From what I was told, a Member of Congress 
who is appointed serves for life if he continues in Congress and does 
not resign. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, OPPOSED 
EARMARKING OF DUCK STAMP FUNDS 


I also call the committee’s attention to the sixth paragraph of the 
letter I have just inserted in the hearing: 

Legislation to earmark funds for land acquisition would have a particularly 
serious effect on the migratory waterfowl program. Modern waterfowl man- 
agement practices recognize the necessity for developing raw lands into effective 
wildlife areas. This development, in many cases, costs more than the land 
itself. Once developed, refuges must be maintained and operated if they are to 
continue to provide the cover and food necessary to support wildlife populations. 
These activities also cost money. Under the restrictive limits of recent budge- 
tary policies it is doubtful if the existing refuge areas could have been put to 
optimum use if it had not been possible to utilize portions of the hunting stamp 
revenues for development and maintenance. 

From information I have shown you in my remarks, anyone can see 
why the Bureau of the Budget is opposed to this legislation. I do 
not think that the Members should take this recommendation seriously 
as they have become so used to dipping into the duck stamp funds, 
one cannot blame them if they try to keep on unless the Congress puts 
a stop to the practice. I might say that we are only asking for 40 
percent of the funds collected from duck stamp sales to “be ear- 
marked—not 50 percent as we would be entitled. 

From the testimony before the Subcommittee on Fish and Wildlife, 
it is evident that when the hunters asked Congress to raise the fee from 
S1 to $2 it was their idea that the extra dollar would be used to purchase 
new refuge areas. We are not asking Congress to keep their pledge 
100 percent, we are only asking them to fulfill their promise 80 percent. 

This thought enters my mind, but I have not had an opportunity or 
time to chec k the records. I wish some interested person would look 
up the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget at the time 
Congress changed the amount for enforcement from 10 to 15 percent. 
I suspect that when the matter is looked into you will find that the 
Budget Bureau agreed to the legislation, and, I presume, for the reason 
that there would be less money to appropriate and not that they are 
against earmarking. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ALSO OPPOSED TO EARMARKING OF 
DUCK-STAMP FUNDS 


Mr. Chairman, I would also like to discuss the letter from the De- 
partment of the Interior to the Honorable Herbert C. Bonner, chair- 
man of the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. This letter 
is dated May 4, 1955, and also opposes this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, under unanimous consent, I submit at this point a 
copy of the letter which the chairman of the aforesaid committee re- 
ceived from the Department of the Interior (see p. 3). 

Mr. Chairman, if the Members will study the charts which I have 
included in this report and the remarks explaining each chart, I believe 
they will not take too seriously the letter from the Department of the 
Interior. 

63477—55 
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Again referring to the letter from the Interior Department, in this 
letter the Department states they need 4 million acres to round out the 
program in the next 25 years, but they hope to continue using the duck- 
stamp moneys as they are presently doing. They suggest that the 
Congress take care of the needed land by appropriation of funds for 
this purpose. One of the arguments against this suggestion is that it 
will mean an annual fight in the Congress. It is an appropriation 
which can be easily sidestepped in favor of other appropriations. 
Another reason why the Department of the Interior wants to keep 
flexibility in the duck-stamp fund is that under the present law, they 
do not have to depend entirely on the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Congress for money to pay all the operating expenses of that part of 
the Wildlife Service which has to do with migratory waterfowl. That 
“old cookie jar,” as we say in Wisconsin, is nice to dip into when money 
is needed in the Migratory Waterfowl Division. 


EXPERIENCE OF THE STATE OF WISCONSIN WITH EARMARKING AND SEGRE- 
GATING PARTICULAR FUNDS 


I know that in Wisconsin back in the late thirties and early forties, 
we had a lot of arguments about segregation of highway funds. This 
was with the gasoline tax money being used for other than highway 
purposes. There was a lot of fighting on that matter both pro and con. 
We had some of the same arguments at that time that the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Department of the Interior have set forth in their 
letters. But after these funds were earmarked so that the money 
was used for the purpose originally intended, no one has even talked 
about it since. 

CONCLUSIONS 


I hope that out of the hearings before the Subcommittee on Fish- 
eries and Wildlife, and before this House, will come legislation to hel 
provide, in the next 25 years, some of the 4 million acres that the Fis 
and Wildlife Service says we still need. Has anyone ever stopped to 
calculate how much money could be raised at the rate of 40 percent in 
the next 25 years? At the rate of 40 percent of the present income from 
dluck-stamp sales—1954 : $1,817,200—being earmarked for the purpose 
of refuges, this will provide $45,430,000 in the next 25 years. In the 
year 1954, the Fish and Wildlife Service received $4,548,009 from the 
sale of duck stamps. Forty percent of this figure is $1,817,200. If 
the rate of sale of duck stamps only stays at the present level, by ear- 
marking 40 percent of these receipts for the acquisition of new refuges 
in the next 25 years, we will have had available for purchase of wild- 
life refuges $45,430,000. 

You can see that in accordance with the Department of the Interior’s 
own figures, we will have provided 28.3 percent of the goal which was 
mentioned in Mr. Farley’s statement, which I have quoted today. 
From Director Farley’s testimony, he estimates that this land will 
cost a total of $160 million. I cannot state whether this estimate is 
right or wrong. Let us show the hunters of the country that we mean 
right before we try to raise the price of the duck stamp. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say at this point that a total of 
$4,543,009 was received from the sale of duck stamps in 1954, and 
only $494,614 was spent for the purchase of migratory waterfowl 
refuges. 
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In closing, I urge the Committee to give H. R. 2142 careful con- 
sideration. I believe that legislation is needed to keep our pledge to 
the sportsmen te voluntarily asked Congress to increase the price 
of duck stamps. I do not believe the solution lies in a further in- 
crease in the price of duck stamps. I am sure that the able Members 
will agree that waterfowl will not propagate and increase with good 
intentions. Nor will they propagate on the basis of speeches by myself 
and others interested in this program. 

What is needed for the propagation and growth in waterfowl popu- 
lation is an expanded refuge program to give them breeding grounds 
and sanctuaries. H. R. 2142 offers one : approach for a solution to the 
problem, though I concede it is not the complete answer. A start must 
Ee made, and this i is another reason why I introduced this legislation. 
After this law is adopted we can try to get extra appropriations each 
year to supplement this money but of this much we will be sure. 

I thank you for listening to me all this time. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you. It is a splendid statement and will be 
very, very helpful to the committee, I know. You have put a lot of 
work on it. 

Mr. Jounson. Congressman Thompson of Texas, who was here when 
the amount was raised from $1 to $2, will be back and will testify to 
what happened when the fee was raised from $1 to $2. 

Mr. Boykin. I was here when it was raised. 

Mr. Jounson. I have two letters I would like to have inserted in the 
record, one from the Wisconsin Federation of Conservation Clubs, and 
one from the executive conservation council of the Wisconsin Conser- 
vation Congress. 

Mr. Boykin. Without objection they will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The letter referred to are as follows :) 


WISCONSIN FEDERATION OF CONSERVATION CLUBS, 
AFFILIATED WITH NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Stevens Point, Wis., May 19, 1955. 
Mr. LESTER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. JoHNSON: Thanks a lot for your letter of May 16 with the enclosures 
of your bill H. R. 6062 and your newsletter. 

I have been trying to get something in the mail to you relative to your bill 2142 
for some time, but have been tied up with preparation and attending a hearing 
on the flooding of the Little Eau Plene River Valley, which the Wisconsin Valley 
Improvement Co. has petitioned the Public Service Commission for. Actually 
the valley is one of the most diversified wildlife areas in the State, as was testified 
to by Dr. Gabrielson and Mr. Sigurd Olson. We don’t know if we can save it for 
the future generations, but we are sure trying. We just completed 3 days of 
testimony in hearings at Wausau. 

Our organization went on record as approving your bill H. R. 2142, and I have 
written to several Congressmen that I know in Washington in favor of it. We 
feel very strongly that with only 314 million acres set aside by all means in 20 
years for waterfowl], we haven't much chance of gaining the other 7% million 
that are necessary in the next 5 to 7 years unless there is some compulsory law 
requiring the use of funds for that purpose. 

In the past we have opposed earmarking of funds, but the administrators of 
both the Federal and State conservation organizations have changed our minds. 
Even then we have changed them reluctantly, because such action would not be 
necessary if our administrators were sufficiently informed of conservation prin- 
ciples and stuck to them in spite of personal and political pressures. In backing 
this bill to earmark duck-stamp funds for the purposes set forth in your bill we 
are protesting the influences which prevent equitable distribution of funds on 
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basic principles and the tendency to spend them where uninformed pressures 
dictate. As long as ‘hose forces are loose in this country the tendency is going 
to be toward more and more earmarked funds, and as long as they are earmarked 
for such basic necessities as your bill is we will back them wholeheartedly and 
to the limit. 

We hope that your bill is withdrawn from committee at the earliest possible 
moment so that it need not be caught in the last minute rush and suffer the fate 
of so many of them at that time. We plan to carry an article in the next News 
and Views urging all clubs to write you and other Congressmen to get this bill 
on the floor and to back it wholeheartedly. 

Sincerely, 
Les WoeERPEL, Eurecutive Seerctary. 


EXECUTIVE CONSERVATION COUNCIL OF THE 
WISCONSIN CONSERVATION CONGRESS. 
Hon. LEstTEr R. JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN JOHNSON: The executive council of the Wisconsin Con- 
servation Congress met at Stevens Point on April 23, 1955, at which time a 
number of conservation problems and programs were discussed which have im- 
plications on a national basis and which also directly involve the State of 
Wisconsin. 

As you know, the Wisconsin Conservation Congress is made up of 71 county 
committees whose members are elected at public hearings held in May of each 
year. The 71 county committees in turn elect a 22-man executive council to 
act for them during the year, and these councilmen meet 4 times a year to 
consider conservation matters primarily concerned with fishing, hunting, and 
trapping and other related matters which affect conservation of our natural 
resources, 

At the Stevens Point meeting on April 23, a resolution was adopted by the 
executive council directing the chairman to ask Wisconsin's representatives in 
Congress to do everything in their power to obtain favorable consideration and 
passage of a bill introduced by Congressman Lester Johnson, H. R. 2142 (which 
provides that 40 percent of the duck-stamp funds shall be earmarked for the 
acquisition of land and water areas suitable for breeding, nesting, and resting 
of migratory waterfowl). It is our understanding that this bill is now being 
considered by the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Closely allied with this resolution was another passed by the executive coun- 
cil asking our representatives at Congress to do whatever they can to protect, 
preserve, and maintain the wet lands of this country, not only for the value they 
have for wildlife, but also for the value they represent in maintaining water 
supplies, preventing quick runoff, which in some cases creates downstream floods 
which destroy life and property. 

We of the executive council and the Wisconsin Conservation Congress sin- 
cerely ask you to do everything in your power to help maintain and perpetuate 
these important wet lands of our great Nation. 

Sincerely, 
JoHN R. LYNcH, 
Chairman, Wisconsin Conservation Congress. 


Mr. Boyxrn. I would like to place in the record this telegram from 
Mr. W. H. Drinkard, director of the department of conservation, 


Montgomery, Ala. 
(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 


MonToomery, ALA., Way 23, 1955. 
Hon. FRANK W. BOYKIN, 
Room 219, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 
Alabama urges your support on accumulated Pittman-Robertson funds be allo- 
cated over 5-year period without matching funds and earmarking sufficient duck 


stamp receipts for acquisition of waterfowl areas. 
W. H. DrinKarp, 


Director, Department of Conservation. 
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Mr. Boyxty. And here is a wonderful letter from Mr. I. T. Quinn, 
executive director of the Commission of Game and Inland Fisheries, 
Richmond, Va. Mr. Quinn used to be our Fish and Game Commis- 
sioner in Alabama for many, many years and is a wonderful man. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
COMMISSION OF GAME AND INLAND FISHERIES, 
Richmond, May 19, 1955. 
Hon. Frank W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, House Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR FRANK: As it may not be possible for me to be present on either May 24 
or May 25, at which time the subcommittee of which you are chairman will con- 
sider several bills that have to do with an appropriation of $13,500,000 which 
constitutes an accumulation over a period of years of Pittman-Robertson funds, 
I wish to make the following statement. 

There are three bills which all of the States should favor, namely, H. R. 162 
by Congressman Price, of Illinois; H. R. 3895 by Congressman Dingell, of Michi- 
gan; and H. R. 598 by Congressman Young, of Nevada. 

The Virginia Commission of Game and Inland Fisheries is opposed to H. R. 
4298 by Congressman Miller of California, and H. R. 3257 by Congressman 
Metcalf of Montana. 

This commission also approves H. R. 37 by Congressman Engle of California, 
H. R. 597 by Congressman Young, of Nevada, and H. R. 5140 by Congressman 
Reuss, of Wisconsin, which seek to earmark 40 percent of the duck-stamp re- 
ceipts for acquisition of waterfowl areas. 

We fully concur in the resolution passed in Seattle, Wash., in September 1954 
regarding these two measures. 

With all good personal wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
COMMISSION OF GAME AND INLAND FISHERIES, 
I. T. QuINN, Executive Director. 


Mr. Boyxtn. I also have a telegram from Austin, Tex., from the 
president of the International Association and executive secretary of 
the Texas Game and Fish Commission, Mr. Howard Dodgen, which 
will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 


AustTIN, Tex., May 23, 1955. 
Hon, FRANK W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

State wildlife conservation administrators voicing their desires through the 
International Association of Game, Fish and Conservation commissioners strongly 
urge the passage of H. R. 162 as the most equitable distribution of the Federal 
aid to wildlife restoration unappropriated revenues. The States are divided as 
to the acceptance of a measure as provided in H, R. 3257 as a substitute. The 
States likewise urge the passage of H. R. 3 fixing the usage of duck stamp 
revenue. H. R. 162 and H. R. 37 are two measures highly important in main- 
taining the nationwide effort to keep pace with ever-increasing public demand 
for better utilization of funds for the improvement and perpetuation of our 
valuable wildlife resources. 

Howakp DopGEN, 
President, International Association and Executive Seccretary of Texas 
Game and Fish Commission. 


Mr. Boyxrn. I also have many other communications which I shall 
offer for the record tomorrow, but this is all we have time to do today. 
The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 
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(The following Congressmen introduced bills and their statements 
are as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE HENRY S. Reuss (WISCONSIN) IN SUPPORT OF 
H. R. 5140 


In introducing H. R. 5140, a bill to amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp 
Act of March 16, 1934, it was my purpose to focus the attention of Congress 
upon one phase of the conservation problem. Some 121% million acres of land 
are required to give adequate protection to migratory waterfowl, but today only 
61% million acres of land are being used for refuge purposes by the Federal 
and State governments. This 12% million acre figure was established by the 
President’s Committee on Wildlife Restoration (1934). 

But we are making very little progress in the direction of acquiring the 
necessary land areas. Since 1940 the Federal Government has acquired only 
228,806 acres. H. R. 5140 would require that not less than 40 percent of the 
money acquired from the sale of duck stamps should be used for the acquisition 
of land and water areas suitable for the breeding, nesting, and resting of migra- 
tory waterfowl. 

This problem of conserving important resources of the Nation is not the kind 
of problem which can be put off indefinitely. Every year finds more and more 
swamplands and forest acreage being drained and cleared for farm, housing,’ 
and industrial purposes. As time passes, it will become more and more difficult 
to find land suitable for waterfowl refuges. And this problem is made more 
acute by the continuous rise in land values. I firmly believe that now is the 
time to speed up the process of land acquisition for refuge purposes. H. R. 
5140 would make this development mandatory. 

The people of my State, Wisconsin ,are probably more aware of the value of 
waterfowl refuges than are the people of any other State. If this is true, it 
is because Wisconsin now has seven waterfowl! refuges within its borders—Green 
Bay, established February 21, 1912 (2 acres) ; Gravel Island, established Janu- 
ary 9, 1913 (Door County, 27 acres) ; upper Mississippi, established June 7, 1924 
(67,141 acres) ; Trempealeau, established August 22, 1936 (707 acres) ; Long Tail 
Point established October 23, 1936 (Brown County, 103 acres) ; Necedah, estab- 
lished March 14, 1939 (39,672 acres) ; Horicon, established May 9, 1941 (20,683 
acres). 

These refuges benefit the sportsmen of our State. Because of such refuges. 
hundreds of thousands of Wisconsin sportsmen are assured of a more plentiful 
supply of game birds. They also benefit the farmer, who loses less grain to 
migratory waterfowl because of the existence of refuges. Of equally great 
importance is the desire of nonsportsmen as well as sportsmen to retain wildlife 
areas for the beautification and enjoyment of our generation and all succeeding 
yvenerations. 

I can testify from the many autumn days I have spent on the Horicon marsh 
that the 30,000 Canada geese and hundreds of thousands of mallards, pintail, 
widgeon, teal, marsh bluebill, shoveler, and canvasback which rest there are an 
incalculable asset to the people of Wisconsin. 

I am quite aware of the fact that the maintenance of refuges requires more 
money than would be available to the administrators of this program if H. R. 
5140 passed the Congress and no further appropriation was made by the Fed- 
eral Government. But I am also cognizant of the fact that the Migratory Bird 
Commission established by the Norbeck-Andresen Act has rather consistently 
refused to authorize the purchase of new lands from funds now available from 
the proceeds of the sale of duck stamps, to the extent that nearly a million dol- 
lars has accumulated for that purpose. I understand that the Commission has 
met to authorize such purchases only since the Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Subcommittee began to hold hearings on this bill and related bills. 

While in general I would agree with one of the Budget Bureau's objections 
to this bill, namely, that it is bad practice to earmark revenues for special pur- 
poses, I should prefer to resort to this device to force the acquisition of lands 
for waterfowl refuges rather than to permit this important conservation pro- 
gram to bog down. i 

I am gratified by the fact that the introduction of this and related bills has 
given rise to a careful study of this phase of the conservation problem. I sin- 
cerely hope that the committee’s efforts will result in the acquisition of more 
acreage for refuge purposes without impairing the maintenance and develop- 
ment program now being carried out by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. JoHN D. DiInGeLt, FiIrreENtH Distkicr oF MICHIGAN, ON 
H. R. 3895 


Mr. Chairman, it is not my intention to impose upon the committee, or in any 
lengthy manner to attempt, the bringing about of a favorable report on H. R. 
3895. However, I am anxious and say to you members as fervently and as 
forcefully as I am able that the unappropriated and unexpended balance of 
$13,467,468.71 in the Treasury as a special fund known as the Federal Aid to 
Wildlife Restoration Fund, which was provided for under Public Law 415 of the 
75th Congress, should be authorized to be appropriated and made available for 
the purposes of wildlife restoration. Where the course or purpose of the ob 
jective has not been changed materially or substantially these moneys should 
be used either for the original purpose or diverted to other essential objectives 
intended to promote wildlife restoration. 

In accordance with the fundamental views of the conservationists, I would 
permit the use of the balance for the elimination of pollution where originall)s 
funds might have been intended for the stocking of a stream. It seems to me 
that the elimination of a source of pollution will indirectly accomplish the 
increase of game and wildlife generally in the very same or particular areas. 
Moneys heretofore authorized for the elimination of pollution and unused could, 
according to my interpretation, be used and ought to be used under the terms of 
this bill for reforestation within reasonable limits and contiguous to a particu- 
lar stream or lake. The main idea insofar as I am concerned is to make use of 
this money for the promotion of wildlife, game, fish, migratory or nonmigratory 
birdlife, for the preservation of wholesomeness of streams and lakes, and for 
restoration of wholesomeness and purity of water polluted by whatever cause or 
reason. 

These funds intended for the sportsmen and the lovers of the out-of-doors 
should be used as intended for the main objective. I would allow broad ciscre 
tion within a reasonable outline in the expenditure of this balance. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. MOSS, OF THE THIRD CALIFORNIA DISTRICT, 
RE H. R. 4448 Anpd SIMILAR BILLS 


Mr. Chairman, H. R. 4448, which I introduced, and four other similar hills 
before your subcommittee will accomplish two objectives. They will keep faith 
with a congressional commitment made when the first duck stamps went on 
sale in 1934 and the bills will go a long way toward settling the problem of care 
and control of an important wildlife resource. 

There should be no question that Congress, in passing the original duck-stamp 
legislation, indicated to duck hunters that steps would be taken to help maintain 
an adequate number of ducks in the major north-to-south flyways. Money from 
the sale of duck stamps to hunters was to be used to purchase and maintain 
refuges in the flyways. 

In 1949, sportsmen and conservationists agreed to double the duck-stamp charge 
to $2, relying on the promise that the money would be used to set up refuges 
under a Federal-State cooperative program. 

Not only sportsmen benefit from the program. It is based on the fact that 
reclamation programs have turned swampland into valuable agricultural land. 
The district I represent, in the upper section of northern California, is a major 
part of the Pacific flyway used by waterfowl! during the north to south migra- 
tions. In that area farmers are growing rice and other grain crops on land 
that used to be the swampland resting place for migrating waterfowl. 

Unless adequate refuges are provided for the ducks, they will feed off the 
valuable grain crops and fall prey to the depradations of uncontrolled hunters 
on private land. To prevent just such a situation, the original duck-stamp pro- 
gram was established and, with the agreement of sportsmen and conservationists, 
even expanded in 1949. 

Money put into the duck-stamp fund by sportsmen has not, unfortunately, 
been used to purchase land for waterfowl refuges or to maintain the refuges 
adequately. Of nearly $35 million collected only slightly more than $6 million 
has been spent to buy and maintain waterfowl refuge lands as intended. 
Whether the agency which administers the program, the budget bureau which 
suggests allocation of funds or the Congress which actually appropriates funds 
is to blame for the situation is not a question which we should answer. The 
fact is that money intended for a land purchase and maintenance program has 
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not been used for that purpose, and we now have the opportunity to correct the 
situation. 

The difficulties are pointed up by the example of what has happened in the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys of California. A major farm problem in 
the valleys has been the depradation by migrating ducks and other waterfowl 
feeding on grain crops. This problem is coupled with a reduction in the number 
of migrating waterfowl and fewer recreational opportunities for sportsmen. 

Two waterfowl refuges were established—the Sacramento refuge in the 
Sacramento Valley with 11,000 acres and the Merced refuge in the San Joaquin 
Valley with 2,500 acres. In the Sacramento refuge only 6,000 acres have been 
developed for the purpose intended and the remaining 5,000 acres of dry land 
are practically useless except as a resting place for a limited number of geese 
during the winter rains. The refuge was acquired 20 years ago and it is in the 
heart of the area where crop damage by migrating waterfowl is extensive. Seth 
Gordon, director of the California Department of Fish and Game, recently 
commented : 

“No part of this refuge has ever been opened to public shooting and there has 
been no valid excuse for failing to use duck stamp money for this purpose.” 

Only 900 acres of the Merced Refuge have been developed to provide a resting 
place for migrating waterfowl. Duck stamp money was collected to purchase 
land and to develop already purchased areas, yet here is the perfect example of 
potentially valuable refuge land in the center of a major waterfowl migrating 
area being completely wasted for any worthwhile purpose. 

California has set up a fund of more than $4 million to purchase and develop 
additional waterfowl management areas, but the Federal Government has not 
yet lived up to its original promise to use duck-stamp funds it collects to buy 
and develop under the same program. The legislation you are considering would 
spell out the fact that 40 percent of the duck-stamp money is unquestionably to 
be used for the purchase of waterfowl refuges and 45 percent is to be used for 
the development and management of the refuges. I hope the subcommittee, 
followed by the full committee, will approve legislation which will accomplish 
this objective and help solve a problem important to farmers, conservationists 
and sportsmen. 


(Thereupon, at 12 noon the committee adjourned until Wednesday, 
May 25, 1955, at 10 a. m.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 25, 1955 






Hovst or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
F THE COMMITTEE ON Mercuant MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, at 10 in room 219, Old House Office Building, 
Hon. Frank W. Boykin, chairman of the subcommittee presiding. 

Mr. Boyrkrn. Gentlemen, we will come to order. We had a fine 
meeting yesterday. I certainly enjoyed it. This morning we are go- 
ing to have Congressman Thompson of Texas. Congressman Thomp- 
son, we are so glad to have you here. You were a member of this 
committee. You were so wonderful. You did a great job and we 
certainly are glad to have you here this morning. 













STATEMENT OF HON. CLARK W. THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 












Tirompson of Texas. Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the re- 
porter, itis Clark W. Thompson, of Texas. ‘There are somany Thom) 
sons in the House of Representatives now we have a little trouble. 

Mr. Boykin. You know, they think you are the same Thompson 
who is on this committee now. 

Mr. THompson of Louisiana. There are more Thompsons in Con- 
gress now than any other name. 

Mr. THompson of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I think perhaps the reason 
I was asked by some of the authors of the various bills now under con- 
sideration to testify is because the original increase in the duck-stamp 
money from $1 to $2 was by virtue of a bill of mine when I had the 
place that you now occupy, “Mr. Chairman, chairman of the Fisheries 
and Wildlife Conservation Committee. I had not been on the commit- 
tee very long and I was surprised when a group of sportsmen and repre- 
sentatives of sports publications came to my office and asked me if I 
would sponsor the bill. I asked them whose idea it was to increase the 
duck stamp from $1 to $2. They told me it was the sportsmen them- 
selves who had hatched up the idea. The sportsmen themselves de- 
cided that they needed more money in one certain fund to be spent 
in a certain way, so they themselves through their organizations, 
through some of the State game conservation “es and through 

various other means made their wishes known. I did introduce the 
bill and it followed a rather rough course for a time, but ultimately it 
was enacted into law. 


Mr. T 
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You will, I hope, correct any errors of detail that I may make, but 
my recollection is that we started out hoping to spend some 90 percent 
of the duck-stamp money, for refuges, taken in at the places where the 
ducks, as they migrated, did not have a resting place and where they 
needed it. 

A very important feature of our bill was the fact that we provided 
for the opening of some of those refuges under certain proper condi- 
tions for public hunting. That was to provide for the man who could 
not afford to belong to a club an opportunity to do a little hunting. 
It made it a rather popular bill with that group of people and it is a 
very considerable group. 

We had some trouble with the Appropriations Committee and also 
with the White House because we wanted to earmark funds and tell 
them how they should be spent. That, of course, is always a difficult 
thing to accomplish. However, we did it. 

If I recall correetly, the law as it was finally passed does provide 
that the money should be spent in these certain ways. A year ago 
Mr. Metcalf brought to my attention the fact that the money was 
not being spent as we intended and, as a matter of fact, was being 
cliverted to housekeeping funds, and being spent for the expenses of 
operating the Fish and Wildlife Service. It was a hard thing for me 
to believe, but apparently that was true. 

There did not seem to be anything we could do about it in spite of 
a floor fight. As I understand the legislation now before you, you 
propose to spell out in words, even clearer than in the last similar bill, 
what is to be done with this money. If that is the case I am very happy 
and, of course, I want to associate myself with the effort and I want 
you to use me in any way you can. I will be there when the floor 
fight comes off. 

That was the story I wanted to tell you. I wanted to give you the 
background of the original piece of legislation as the author of that 
bill. 

I might also say I heard yesterday in the testimony some seemed 
to think it was a Department bill and was originated by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. That may be true, but that is not the way it came 
to me. One who brought it to me is seated behind me now, Mike 
Hudoba. Carl Shoemaker was another, and also Mr. Gutermuth. 
Men of that particular caliber, and with those associations the Depart- 
ment did approve the bill and they were helpful in getting it passed. 

That is my story, Mr. Chairman. I am delighted to be beck with 
you again. 

Mr. Boykin. That is a splendid statement. Have you any ques- 
tions, Mr. Robeson ¢ 

Mr. Roseson. I do not think I have any. 

Mr. Boyxry. Mr. Allen? 

Mr. Atuen. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

It seems to me also that at that time we had another scrap which 
involved raising the percentage that was to go for administration. 
I remember the original bill carried in it 10 percent to 20 percent and 
when the amendment came along it was sought to increase the per- 
centage that would go for administration, which would have the effect 
of doubling the amount available and also doubling the percentage 
available to the Department, and quadrupling it in actual money. Do 
you remember that ? 
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Mr. THomrson of Texas. I remember we had that fight, but I 
<io not remember exactly what happened. There was a compromise. 
I think there was 20 percent on the one hand and I believe we sug- 
gested 10 percent, and we compromised on 15 percent. 

I am told now that is the correct story. Originally we had 20 
percent in the bill. It was cut in the Senate to 10 percent and then we 
compromised on 15 percent. However, that was to be spent largely for 
enforcement. 

Mr. ALLEN. It came to 15 percent of $2 rather than 10 percent of $1. 

Mr. THompson of Texas. That is right. 

Mr. ALLen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Are there any other questions! Mr. Thompson? 

Mr. THompson of Louisiana. I would like to ask Mr. Thompson one 
question. It has been suggested that perhaps the duck-stamp price 
could be increased. Would you care to venture a statement in your 
opinion as to how the sportsmen of America would take to an increase, 
say, of $1 in the duck stamp if it were provided that the additional 
money would go to these refuges? 

Mr. THompson of Texas. It is very hard for me to say. I would 
be willing to do it and glad to do it, but if I were just Joe Doakes who 
can make 1 or 2 hunts in a year, who does not have too good a place 
to hunt, and who has to perhaps go off on a prairie and crawl up on 
a pond or something like that—if I were that man and knew that 
the additional dollar I had paid once before was not being spent as I 
thought it would be, I might kick a little bit about this new increase. 
But I cannot ‘tell that. I would have to go to the sportsmen and 
sound them out on it. 

Mr. Tompson of Louisiana. I think that will be developed in these 
hearings and there will be some suggestion of it. I agree it would 
have to be definitely tied down for the specific purpose for the sports- 
men if it were assessed in that increased amount. 

Mr. THomrson of Texas. I invite your attention to the fact that 
we thought we had tied it down in this previous bill. It will have to 
be even more tight. 

Mr. Srriy-Brown. To go back to your earlier reference to the uti- 
lization of the funds that were provided by the sale of the duck stamps, 
is that a problem which is caused by the Appropriations Committee, or 
is it a problem which has originated down in the Department, in your 
opinion? In other words, has the Department been acting under a rule 
set down by the Appropriations Committee, or is it vice versa / 

Mr. Tuompson of Texas. My understanding is that the Department 
is acting under instructions. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. From the Appropriations Committee ? 

Mr. THomrson of Texas. The Appropriations Committee says, “You 
will use the funds for housekeeping purposes.” That developed in the 
floor fight last year; and Mr. Metcalf, if he has not testified, I think 
perhaps may tell you about that. It is all in the record. 

Mr. Srery-Brown. That was my memory, that actually the Depart- 
ment had been following instructions sent down by the Appropria- 
tions Committee as such. 

Mr. THomeson of Texas. I think that is correct.” 

Mr. Sreety-Brown. That was my recollection. Thank you. 

Mr. Kuivezynskt. Mr. Callison testified before this committee yes- 
terday, and he said he was in favor of a $3 or $4 duck stamp, and since 
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we just increased it lately from $1 to $2, would you be in favor of a 
$3 or $4 duck stamp ‘ 

Mr. THompson of Texas. I would myself be willing to pay it, but, as 
I just said a few minutes ago, I am not at all sure that it would appeal 
to the hunters generally. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. The reason I asked, the chairman here, Mr. Boy- 
kin, said he was out hunting and only got 4 ducks, and if he had to pay 
$4. it would be too much money. 

Mr. Borin. It does look like a lot, but if it was going to give them 
some more ducks and increase the limit, that is another thing. S2 just 
for four ducks—and most men do not get to go but once—is pretty 
hard for a stamp, but I would be willing for $3. However, I do not 
think we ought to go up to #4. 

I am like Congressman Thompson of Texas, who says that is a lot 
of money for a fellow who does not go hunting but one time a year. 

Mr. THompson of Texas. I do not think that a hunter would object 
to paying it if he thought he was going to get value received. 

Mr. Boyxin. I don’t either, if you could fix places up for him where 
he could get more ducks. Your father-in-law had the greatest duck 
place in the country. I never get there, but does the family still have 
that ? 

Mr. THomeson of Texas. He left that, in his will, to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Boykin. It issuch a marvelous place. 

Mr. Thompson of Texas. It isa canvasback refuge. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. 

Mr. Tompson of ‘Texas. You will find an appeal in this entire 
program through the fact that you do propose to give the man who 
has no club facilities an opportunity to hunt some. That may prove 
to be controversial, as it was with us. The Audubon Society raised 
objections to that. They said it would destroy the duck population. 

As a matter of fact, every old hunter knows that if you can keep 
the ducks stirred up and keep them moving up and down the coast, it 
is better for the ducks. If they just sit around on a pond somewhere, 
the quality of the duck itself deteriorates; so it is a good thing to stir 
them up and certainly does not hurt the ultimate duck population. 

Mr. Tuomrson of Louisiana. Mr. Thompson, do you know whether 
or not any Federal refuge now is ever opened up for public shooting ? 

Mr. Tompson of Tex xas. No, I do not. I think so, but I would 
rather you ask someone who is more expert on that than I am. 

Mr. THompson of Louisiana. I think that would be interesting to 
determine. 

Mr. Tuompson of Texas. They could be under the existing law. 
You will find some of the aathenan they have are so restricted that they 
cannot open them for public shooting, because under the agreement 
of original acquisition it was stipulated that they would never be 
opened. Anything that has been bought subsequently, though, can 
be opened under certain proper circumstances. Whether it has been 
carried out, I do not know. 

Mr. Van Petr. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Van Petr. At the Horicon Marsh Refuge in Wisconsin there 
has been an area opened up for public shooting. In other words, a 
small group of sportsmen released the farmland adjacent to the refuge, 





racer an a7em ts M7 


ee a mn ei 


ee 


para 


eee ees 


rer 


ager 


so i SR Sy 








ae atc 


RYO SAAR OIE REVIT ELS 


DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS 87 


and just what the legislation is that opened that up I am not familiar 
with, but there is a perimeter around there where a man can go and 
stand in line, get a blind and go in there for goose shooting. 

As you know, Horicon Marsh is probably one of the outstanding 
goose refuges in the country right now, where 10 years ago we had some 
testimony earlier before the committee here it was ver y limited in goose 
population, and now they are getting excellent shooting. 

Mr. Tuomeson of Texas. I think that was one that was pointed 
out to us, if I remember correctly, when we had this up some years ago. 
It. was pointed out that if the shooting were opened in that partic ‘ular 
refuge, the few shots being fired would stir the geese up and they 
would go on up in the air and fly high over the wealthy sportsmen’s 
ring on the outside. If that has worked, I am very much interested. 

Mr. Van Petr. Both of them are getting plenty up there. 

Mr. Tuomrson of Louisiana. Is the actual shooting done on the 
refuge itself or on the adjacent farmland ? 

Mr. Van Petr. I believe they park on the refuge itself, but right on 
the circumference. At one time a man shooting on these grounds 
would put down his blind and go over with his dog and pick up the 
wounded bird. They have discontinued that. 

Mr. Boykin. I want to ask Congressman Thompson of Louisiana, 
if he knows, to tell Congressman Thompson of Texas about—you 
brought up something there that is very wonderful—the John D. 
Rockefeller estate. They have a wonderful refuge in his district and 
that is where we hunt. I tell you, we hunt on C aptain Winn Haw- 
kins’ place. He was originally from Alabama. He moved to Texas, 
but he moved back to Louisiana. He is in the oil business and has 
clone more to develop this than anybody I know. He adjoins the John 
DD. Rockefeller place. 

There is no way to move those geese and ducks. You can hear them 
all day and all night, and they sit unless a plane goes over. I was 
hoping we would have a plane to stir them up some day. 

Mr. Tuompson of Louisiana. That Rockefeller preserve is a marvel- 
ous thing. I think there are maybe 50,000 acres where these geese and 
ducks are not allowed to be molested. We do hunt around the perim- 
eter. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson of Louisiana. I have seen times when you could 
actually walk up to the fence of the refuge. The geese seem to have 
some uncanny way of knowing where this no man’s land is, and you 

can toss pebbles at them, and if you do arouse them, they will fly low 
until they get to the fence, then fly up. When you hunt there, you 
hunt right close to the Texas line, and sometimes the noise of the geese 
rising w vill make a noise like these j jet bombers. 

Mr. Boyxin. Thank you very much. It is very fine. It has been 
very helpful. I believe Congressman Johnson has some questions. 
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Mr. Lester R JoHNson of Wisconsin. First, 1 wanted to say some- 
thing i in regard to Horicon Marsh. I covered it in my talk yesterday, 
but it was after you left the committee, Mr. Van Pelt. 

I think there is a State reservation right alongside the Federal 
reservation and that is where they are allowing the hunters. As to 
this raise from $2 to $3, when I was up here yesterday, I did not have 
the complete figur es, and I want to just right now, while Mr. Thomp- 
son is testifying, show him what I found out happened since the law 
was changed in 1949 as to Federal refuges that were bought out of 
the duck stamp money after the law was changed, and what the figures 
were right before the change. 

In 1 July 1948 to July 1949— 
the amendment that you suggested would not have taken effect, would 
it, at that time ? 

Mr. Tuompeson of Texas. I do not think so. 

Mr. Jonnson. The receipts from duck stamp money at that time 
were $2,185,864. Then right in the next column I will give you the 
amount of money that was spent for Federal refuges out of duck 
stamp money : $326,107. 

Now go to 1950. That is when your amendment should have taken 
effect. They took in $3,959,225. Just see what was spent for lands: 
$315,862. Just look at that. They spent less. 

Go to 1951. In 1951 they took in $3,895,804; and they spent for 
land $397,104. Look at 1952. They took in $4,335,897. They spent 
for land $503,254. In 1953 they took in $4,594,512. They spent for 
land $156,443. In 1954 they took in $4,542,009. 

Mr. Boyxin. Do not you think we could put that in the record and 
save a lot of time ? 

Mr. Jounson. But I wanted his comment on it. 

Mr. THompson of Texas. This is his last figure. 

Mr. Jonnson. And they spent in 1954 $494,614. There were a few 
figures I should have given you. They spent some money for leased 
land which at the most amounted to $22,000. If you will notice, the 
year before they spent $326,107, and then the years before that average 
about the same. I would like your comment on the small amount. 
There is hardly any increase at all. Just notice that, if you will. 

Mr. Tuompson of Texas. My comment is it is not the way we 
intended it. 

Mr. Jonnson. Is it not worse than what you expected? 

Mr. THomeson of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. Jonnson. We never had the figures by years before. We have 
always had a total figure. 

Mr. Tuomreson of Texas. I do not want to complicate the figures 
at this point nor take any more time from the committee, but I would 
like to know, and I presume the figures will be avialable, what they 
did spend the money for. 

Mr. Boykin. That is right. That is a good point, and that is what 
we are going to find out, and we are also going to find out what land 
they bought, what they paid for it, and what they paid for leases. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I might say I do’ not think the hunter would take 
a raise in duck stamps very favorably after that small amount was 
used for buying land after the last raise. 

Mr. THompson of Texas. I would not think so either. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have relied on my memory for all of this, and 
sitting here with you and some who were with us in those days, you, 
yourself, for instance, can recall just as I what the intent was when we 
passed that law. I personally do not think that the intent of the law 
is being complied with. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Tuomeson of Texas. I thank all of you. It is grand to be back 
here with you again. 

Mr. Boyxkrn. It is good to have you here, and I wish we could be 
on more committees so you could stay with us. I used to be on seven, 
you know, for many, many years. 

Congressman Gathings, we will hear from you now, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. E. C. GATHINGS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Gatuines. Mr. Chairman, I am delighted, indeed, for the op- 
portunity of appearing before your committee this morning, and | 
am pleased, indeed, that this subcommittee is dealing with the various 
amendments that have been suggested, in bills, to the Pittman-Robert- 
son Act. 

I appear here this morning in the interest of the enactment of the 
Price bill, H. R. 162. 

Weare vitally concerned about this legislation in the State of Arkan- 
sas. We do trust that this committee will see fit to report favorably 
the Price bill to the full committee and that it be enacted, ani that 
this money that is now to the credit of the wildlife restoration fund 
be made available to the States over a period of 5 years so that these 
various projects that are now being instituted in these States may be 
put into effect. 

Along that line, I would just like to call to your attention just what 
we in Arkansas are doing at the present time with Pittman-Robertson 
funds. That, to me, is most significant. Wildlife coordination and 
management has taken some of these funds, the statewide game devel- 
opment for deer, turkey, and hog-trapping, and fence maintenance 
and construction of quail ponds and waterholes. 

Now we have spent some of the funds for the development of public 
land to plant trees and shrubs and seed for food and cover for small 
game. Some of those funds have gone into muskrat and beaver de- 
velopment. 

I would like to go through this here. So many of these projects 
are most important : State wildlife survey in restoration and manage- 
ment, waterfowl] management surveys, deer management surveys, and 
the like. 

Arkansas is a great State for the sportsman. My district lies along 
the Mississippi River. I live in the city of West Memphis, which is 
across the river from Memphis, Tenn. 

Mr. Boykin. It isin Arkansas, though / 

Mr. Garuines. In Arkansas, absolutely. And thousands of sports- 
men from the city of Memphis come to Arkansas to enjoy their recre- 
ation, and they do come over there and fish in our streams and hunt 
our birds. We do have quite a lot of duck in Arkansas. 

I notice that the committee has given quite a lot of attention this 
morning to ducks. What we would like to have some of this money 
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for is to build some dams in Arkansas to make ducks more plentiful 
so that everybody will be given the opportunity to hunt. We have 
a lot of water. We have a lot of streams in the State of Arkansas, 
and we do need to dam up some of these little streams, and it will not 
cost too much money, to have some public hunting facilities for duck. 
That is one of the main reasons we would like to have this money that 
is now in this fund distributed to the various States. 

I have received quite a number of telegrams and letters. 

Mr. Boykin. Would you like to put them in the record ¢ 

Mr. Garuines. I would like these to go in the record, if it will not 
be too burdensome. 

Mr. Boykin. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The telegrams and letters referred to follow :) 


WYNNE, ARK., May 3, 1955. 
Representative E. C. GATHINGS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Am particularly interested passage H. B. 162 as are all other sportsmen. 
JAMES ROBERTSON. 


BLYTHEVILLE, ARK., May 6, 1955. 
Hon. E. C. GATHINGS, 
Representative from Arkansas, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge your vote and support for house bill 162. 
R. A. NELSON, 


OscreoLa, ARK., May 14, 1955. 
Hon. E. C. (Took) GATHINGS, 
House Office Building, Washington D.C. 

Dear Str: The sportsmen of this area would appreciate your influence and 
support of proposed bill H. R. 162 to put wildlife money where it belongs, also 
support any proposed legislation on changing our duck season, later. Our 
season is closing when the hunting has just gotten good. We feel that limits 
and regulation of the Mississippi flyway are not in keeping with the 
coastal flyways. We feel that if the amount of ducks allow more kill in these 
areas we should be allowed more, but primarily we need a season later than 
January 10 on account of water conditions. 

Respectfully yours, 
T. E. Spiers. 


a 
or 


Oscreoia, ARK., May 14, 1 
Hon, E. C, GATHINGS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Took: It has come to my attention that H. R. No. 162 is coming up for 
consideration in the House of Representatives. 

Being vitally interested in the preservation and development of wildlife and 
fish in our State, I feel that passing action in the affirmative on the above bill 
is very important. Inasmuch as the several millions of dollars now being held to 
the credit of the game and wildlife throughout this country, I feel that now it 
should be divided among the various States as was originally planned. 

Please, therefore, exert every effort in your power to have this bill in its pres- 
ent form, or the. necessary amended form, pass. 

Thanking you very much for your past favors and efforts, I am, 

Very truly yours, 


ELiiorr SARTAIN. 





hb 








spre ress ie eee cone 


oe 


Pe eee tal ea 2 cl on pene eat ae 


ead 


outed 


DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS 91 


DraiNAGE District No. 17, 
MIssIsSsIPpPI CoUNTY, ARKANSAS, 
Blytheville, Ark., May 13, 1950. 
Hon. E. C. (Took) GATHINGs, 
House of Representatives Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN : Wish to acknowledge with thanks copy of proposed H. R. 
162. 

Sportsmen over eastern Arkansas who know about this unappropriated fund 
are very much interested in the passage of this bill. This money was collected 
for wildlife purposes and should not be diverted to any other use. 

I am in agreement with the 5-year plan of disbursement provided in the bill 
which is in accord with the recommendation of the Mississippi Valley Committee 
at its February meeting in Memphis, at which the States of Illinois, Kentucky, 
Tennessee, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Arkansas were represented. 

This money rightfully belongs to the States and I respectfully urge you to lend 
your strongest support and influence to the passage of this bill. 

Arkansas has been a leader in wildlife activities and further development of 
wildlife areas will result in a tremendous asset to the State for the future. 

Your interest in this bill is greatly appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
C. G. REDMAN, 
President, Mississippi County Wildlife Federation. 


Hart’s AuTO PARTs, 
Osceola, Ark., May 16, 1955. 
Hon. EB. C. (Took) GATHINGS, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. GATHINGS: Please lend your support to H. R. 162 for the benefit 
of the sportsmen of the mid-South area which you represent. I feel that this 
money rightly belongs to the State and urge influence and support for the pas- 
sage of this bill. 

Sincerely yours, 


M. W. Hart. 


OSCEOLA, ARK., May 14, 1955. 
Hon. E. C. (Took) GATHINGS, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR Sir: We the undersigned, respectfully urge your support and influence 
to the passage of H. R. 162. 

A large portion of these funds were paid-in through license fees by residents 
of this State, and we feel that the funds should be returned to them, for use in 
wildlife restoration and conservation. 

Thanking you in advance for your cooperation on this bill, we are 

Respectfully yours, 
D. 8S. Laney, Osceola, Ark.; Nathan W. Anberg, Osceola, Ark.; 
D. E. Young, Jr., Osceola, Ark.; Ed. J. Wiseman, Osceola, Ark.; 
Hon. R. E. Trewitt, Osceola, Ark.; W. N. Thomas, Osceola, Ark. ; 
Hon. Joe M. Rhodes, Osceola, Ark.; L. E. Chisinhall, Osceola, 
Ark.; A. R. Jones, Osceola, Ark.; Wiley Lapidis, Osceola, 
Ark.; Louis Lapidis, Osceola, Ark.; Faber A. White, Osceola, 
Ark.; J. H. Crain, Wilson, Ark.; Herbert Shippen, Osceola, Ark. 


Mr. Garurnes. All of these letters and telegrams are in the interest 
of passage of H. R. 162 by Mr. Price of Illinois. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Roseson. No questions. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Seely-Brown? 
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Mr. Srety-Brown. I do not have a question for the witness, but I 
hope, Mr. Chairman, before we conclude these hearings, the profes- 
sional witnesses, that is, not the congressional delegation, will be able 
to explain what the effect of this law would be, particularly on the 
New England area and the flyway on the east coast where we have 
high concentrations of population and very little available land. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. 

Mr. Srecy-Brown. Because we are certainly anxious to participate 
in the program, but it presents a different problem for us than it may 
for some of those who come from other areas. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Any questions? Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gathings, there have been several questions asked with regard 
to increasing the duck stamp from $2 to $3 or $4. Would you have 
any comment on that ? 

Mr. Garuines. I do not think we ought to go too high. I think 
that the man who would like to be given the privilege of hunting duck 
would not want to pay too much for the stamp, probably about $3. 
It ought not to go over that, I would not think. 

Mr. Van Pett. That is all. 

Mr. Boyxtn. Thank you very much. That was a good statement. 

Now we will hear from you, Congressman Melvin Price, of Illinois. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN PRICE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a 
pleasure to appear before such a distinguished committee headed by 
such a distinguished chairman who has been my friend for many 

ears. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I introduced H. R. 162, the bill that 
the gentleman from Arkansas, Mr. Gathings, has just discussed in his 
brief statement. There is a balance of $13,467,468 accumulated in 
the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund through Congress’ in- 
ability from 1939 through 1946, which were years of the war and 
preparations for the war, to appropriate the full amount of the annual 
receipts from an excise tax paid by sportsmen on their firearms and 
ammunition. 

In 1951 a permanent rene was enacted insuring use of the 
full amount of annual collections subsequently, each year from now 
on, but since 1946 and before a sizable amount has remained unallo- 
cated and unexpended in this special fund. 

This money really belongs to the sportsmen of America, who through 
their support of the Pittman-Robertson Act of 1937 designated that 
it hel os apportioned to the States for wildlife restoration projects. 
We owe it to the sportsmen and to the States to enact legislation to 
put the idle funds to work. 

Mr. Chairman, I introduced H. R. 162 as a reasonable method of 
putting the funds to work for wild game conservation. The key pro- 
visions of my bill is that which makes the $13,467,463 available over 
a 5-year period—20 percent to be appropriated each year—in addi- 
tion to regular Pittman-Robertson allocations. 

The principle of a 5-year allocation of the funds has been endorsed 
by the International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation 
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Commissioners, which is made up of the executive officers of the game 
and fish departments of the various States. It has been endorsed 
also by the National Wildlife Federation and by virtually all of the 
State federations. 

Taking my own State of Illinois as an example, its share of the $13.5 
million Treasury balance would be about $365,000. Mr. Chairman, 
that is an important sum of money in the wildlife conservation pro- 
gram for that State, which has never been overfinanced. Dividing 
this sum five w ays, it shows that my State would receive about $73,000 

each year for 5 years over and above regular Pittman- Siiertenn al- 
locations, which this year amounted to $ 265 ),766 for Illinois. 

The Illinois Conservation Department stands ready to put that 
money to good use. My information is that practically all the States 

can put the extra money to good use on a 5-year basis. 

I am certain that the t testimony that Mr. Gathings gave a few min- 
utes ago was based on his direct contact with the conservation depart- 
ment of the State of Arkansas, and communications I have had from 
other State departments indicate similar situations in almost every 
State. 

This bill proposes to make this extra money available to the States 
without requirement of matching funds. Our colleague, Mr. Met- 

calf, has introduced a bill, H. R. 3257, which proposes among its pro- 
visions to broaden the definition of “wildlife restoration projects” 
under the act to include wildlife “management, exclusive of law en- 
forcement and public relations.” Mr. Metcalf and others who have 
been interested in this matter have felt that the matching fund prin- 
ciple should be retained, and I believe most of the interested wildlife 
and sportsmen’s gr oups are coming around to that point of view. 

Prior to the recent Senate subcommittee hearings on similar legis- 
lation, Mr. Metcalf and I discussed the possibility of putting the es- 
sential features of our bills together in a new bill which would satis- 
factorily solve the problem of putting the idle funds to work. We 
think that it could be done. 

Mr. Metcalf has stated that he has not been wedded to any particu- 
lar formula. Neither have I, and I feel certain the same can be said 
for Mr. Young, Mr. Dingell, Mr. Miller of California, and several 
Senators, all who have been interested in this problem to the extent 
of introducing legislation on it. Our objective has been the same. 
We simply want to pry loose this bottled up money. We want to get 
it to the States where it can be used to produce more game and better 
hunting. 

The ‘proposal discussed earlier, which will be, I understand, dis- 
cussed by Mr. Metcalf and myself, was discussed further b} Mr. Met- 
calf and Senator Bible at the Senate hearings. It is briefly: First, 
to enact the 5-year allocation plan; second, to retain the matching 
formula of the original Pittman-Robertson Act; third, to amend 
the act to include the words “management, exclusive of law enforce- 
ment and public relations,” but with some limitation on the amount 
a State can spend for management activities; and fourth, to so word 
the bill that. no new program or extra bookkeeping would be required. 

Such a bill, Mr. Chairman, would meet all the valid objections pre- 
sented by the Bureau of the Budget against H. R. 162. 

One of the Budget Bureau objections I do not consider valid. I 
refer to their argument that some of the States “could not effectively 
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use all of the funds from both sources” with the result that some 
States would benefit at the expense of others. 5 

Less than 2 percent of the total of Pittman-Robertson allocations 
have been reverted by the States through the years, and only a handful 
of States have found it necessary to revert significant sums through 
inability to match. Tn ji se 

During fiscal year 1954, only nine States reverted significant sums. 
They were Connecticut, $25,979; Georgia, $27,027; Lowa, $14,673; 
Montana, $22,666; Nebraska, $43,536; Nevada, $13,989; New Mexico, 
$13,082; Rhode Island, $32,949; and Texas, $159,453. The total of all 
reversions last year was only $360,154, which was less than 2 percent 
of the total apportionment of $11,904,903. 

With Mr. Metcalf’s amendment to permit use of a portion of the 
Federal aid for necessary game management activities, I predict even 
less will be reverted. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, in answer to the argument of the 
Budget Bureau, when funds are reverted by the States under the 
Pittman-Robertson Act, it is not to the benefit of other States. The 
reverted funds do not return to the Federal aid fund for reallocation 
to the other States. Instead they go into the migratory bird conser- 
vation fund, along with the duck stamp revenues, for expenditure by 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The record of very successful operation of-the Pittman-Robertson 
program over the years is proof, Mr. Chairman, that no important 
administrative difficulties have been encountered by either the States 
or the Federal Government. The States now have 2 years in which 
to obligate annual Federal aid apportionments. The reversions have 
been insignificant. The reverted money has not been wasted. The 
whole program has done inestimable good. It is highly popular with 
the sportsmen and with the wildlife administrators alike. 

I respectfully urge the committee, Mr. Chairman, to approve legis- 
lation combining the essential features of Mr. Metcalf’s bill and my 
bill, and I pledge my assistance in working it out. I also hope it can 
be reported promptly so that we can put the extra money to work with- 
out further delay. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Boyx1n. Congressman Price, that is a wonderful statement. 

Congressman Robeson, any questions ? 

Mr. Roseson. No. 

Mr. Borxrn. Any questions? Mr. Kluczynski? 

Mr. Kuuczynsxr. No questions. 

Mr. Boyxtn. That was a splendid statement, Congressman Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I understand you have a very short statement, Con- 
gressman Engle, and we will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Enerz. My statement will be brief. I am here in support, of 
course, of my own bill, H. R. 37, and the other bills introduced b 

our colleagues, Mr. Young, Mr. Johnson, Mr. Moss, and Mr. Reuss, all 
of them for the same purpose; namely, the earmaking of a percentage 


of the duck stamp funds for the acquisition of land for duck refuges. 





DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS 95 


We held a hearing in our committee last year, informational in 
purpose, on this matter which, of course, comes before this committee 
for legislative purposes. That hearing is in print and is a part of 
the records of our committee. I would like to make that available 
to you gentlemen. 

Mr. Boykin. We would like to have it. 

Mr. Enate. I will see that copies get over here so that the commit- 
tee has it in its file and on hand. 

This legislation was introduced because we are convinced that unless 
there is a specific earmarking of funds, these departments will not 
use the duck stamp funds for the purpose for which they were intended 
and for which the sportsmen were willing to tax themselves when 
they agreed to the legislation originally and supported its enactment. 

We know how easy it is to dip into funds that are available rather 
than to make specific appropriations. We feel sure that the sports- 
men would never have undertaken to put up the duck stamp fund if 
they thought that the money was going to be used solely for admin- 
istration and not for the acquisition of these areas. 

As a result of the hearings that we held last year, some of us came 
to the conclusion that the only way we are going to get this job done 
is to tell the administrative agencies that they simply have to spend 
a certain percentage of the money for the acquisition of lands. 

I have read the report of the Interior Department, and I have read 
the report of the Bureau of the Budget, and they both add up to the 
same thing, that is, that they do not want to do it, and that they do 
not want to be told that they must spend a specific percentage of this 
money for land acquisition. ' 

However, I am perfectly sure that it must be written into the law, 
either in the terms of my bill or one of these other bills pending, or 
that of the chairman. Mr. Bonner has a bill. I understand he does 
it the other way. We earmark 40 percent for land acquisition. He 
earmarks 25 percent for enforcement and administration, but infer- 
entially would earmark the balance, I assume, for the purpose of land 
acquisition. However you do it, it is not material, it seems to me, 
the mechanics of it, so long as they get a clear directive down in the 
departments to spend this money for the purposes for which the 
sportsmen originally intended it. 

I know that you have heard a long statement and a detailed state- 
ment from my friend from Wisconsin, who has a great amount of 
information on this subject, and I am not going to burden you longer 
except to say that I do hope that this committee will recognize the 
fact that unless some such action as that proposed in this legislation 
is taken, we are not going to get the kind of land acquisition program 
that we ought to have for the preservation of these migratory birds. 

I know the chairman, himself, is a great sportsman. He has a 
detailed knowledge of this whole subject, and I cannot imagine a more 
capable or informed Member of Congress to handle this subject matter 
than the gentleman who now presides. 

I appreciate the chance to come over here, Mr. Chairman, and, with 
your permission, I would like to revise and extend my remarks. 

Mr. Borxtn. Any questions? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman. 

Congressman Engle, I notice in H. R. 37, on page 2, in line 3, the 
language starts, “Not less than 40 per centum,” and so forth, and 
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on line 10, “no more than 45 per centum.” The same language appears 
in H. R. 597 by Mr. Young; but in H. R. 2142 by Mr. J Seton the 
language is, “Not less than 40 per centum,” and then, “not less than 
45 per centum.” In other words, you have “not more than 45 per 
centum,” and he has “not less than 45 per centum.” Do you know 
which should be the proper language ? 

Mr. Jounson. It is a printer’s error. 

Mr. Auten. Which is the error? 

Mr. Jounson. Inmy bill. The other bills are right. 

Mr. Auten. The language then, “Not less than 40 per centum,” in 
the first instance, and “not more than 45 per centum,” in the second 
imstance, is correct ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Ener. Let me say to my friend from California that I am not 
frozen to any particular percent. Maybe 45 percent is the right 
amount. Maybe it should be 35 or perhaps it should be 50, but cer- 
tainly there will have to be some earmarking of funds for land acquisi- 
tion or we are not going to get it. If the committee, in its wisdom, 
decides that this ought to be a different percent, I would certainly go 
along with that, but it seems to me that some percent should be ear- 
marked specifically so that there is a legislative directive that this land 
acquisition program go ahead. I will not argue the percent, 5 or 10 
percent one way or the other. 

Mr. Boykin. Congressman Engle, you have made a wonderful state- 
ment, as fair as it just possibly can be and you are willing to go along 
with somebody else’s bill. You are the first man who said that. Every 
man wants his own bill it seems. You have been very fair, and we 
appreciate the splendid statement you made. 

Mr. Atuen. I did not have any point as to the percentage involved, 
but whether the language of your bill is agreed to be the right lan- 
guage. Mr. Johnson says your bill is right and his is wrong. Is that 
your understanding ? 

Mr. Eneir. Yes, we agree on that. 

Mr. Boykrx. Thank you so much for coming and being with us. 
We will be glad to have that information you are going to send us. 
If you think of anything else, we will be glad to have that, too. We 
need all the help we can possibly get. I see you have given a lot of 
thought to it, and a lot of study, with a lot of talent. 

Mr. Enewr. I will ask my committee staff to send over a sufficient 
number of these so they will be available for your committee and for 
your files. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you very much. 

Congressman Christopher, we will be delighted to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE H. CHRISTOPHER, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Curistroruer. Mr. Chairman, first let me say I appreciate the 
privilege you have extended me in appearing before your committee. 

I am not going into the mechanics of this legislation because that 
has been thoroughly discussed by previous men that have testified 
here. I come before this committee as an old sportsman and a duck 
hunter. I was shooting waterfowl in Sny Bottom on the Missis- 
sippi River 50 years ago last fall, when there were no regulations, 
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and there was no bag limit, when wild ducks were selling on the St. 
Louis, Mo., market at $1.75 per dozen for mallards, $1.50 for pintails, 
and 75 cents for teal. 

I watched the passing of the white swan, the most beautiful bird 
I have ever seen in my life, either on the water or in flight, So far 
as I know, so far as the Mississippi flyway is concerned, they are 
extinct. I have not seen one in years. 

My State is bisected by the Missouri River. It runs right through 
the middle of it and, of course, we are in the center of the Mississippi 
flyway. I have watched the ducks grow less and less and less and 
less year after year after year. 

We have a very good game conservation director in the person of 
Mr. I. T. Bode of Jefferson City, who heads the conservation service 
in Missouri, and he is doing all he can. He is hampered from a lack 
of funds and also from not being able to acquire additional land suit- 
able for refuge and wildlife. 

I appear before your committee today to testify in behalf of S. 756, 
S. 757, H. R. 162, and H. R. 37. All these bills have the same purpose 
in mind, to earmark a portion of the duck-stamp money and also to 
acquire additional refuges for wildlife. 

To see a bunch of pintails wheel in the morning sun and turn their 
bellies up to that light and make a splotch of silver against the azure 
blue of the sky is worth any man’s $2 that he pays for a duck stamp if 
he never shoots a shot. I love the outdoors. You are looking at a man 
who has spent 90 percent of his waking hours outdoors. I am a 
farmer and always have been. I would rather go squirrel] hunting or 
duck hunting than to attend a cireus any day. I am a lover of the 
outdoors and the wildlife, and we have been neglecting the conserva- 
tion of our wildlife for years. 

There was never a country in the world that was blessed with the 
natural resources that Providence gave the United States. I am sorry 
to say, Mr. Chairman, that there has never been a people that have 
despoiled all their natural resources as badly in as short a time as we 
have done, and that goes from wildlife to our soil. We polluted our 
rivers. We have sawed down our forests. We have plowed up our 
prairies. We had to, to build this country and to make it the land that 
it is, but it is high time we take a look at our natural resources and 
do everything we can to conserve them. 

I voted the other day, as many of you gentlemen did, to appropriate 
thirty-odd billions of dollars to the military. I did not know anything 
else to do. I do not suppose you gentlemen did either. The Army, 
the Navy, the Marines, and Air Force s: ay they need so much money 
to keep this country safe. I am not an expert in military affairs, and 
I am of the opinion that few of you gentlemen are either, so what they 
ask for we give them. 

However, let us not be niggardly after making that kind of an 
appropriation, let us not be niggardly with the few “hundred thousand 
dollars that it will take for our wildlife program. 

Mr. Borxrn. Will the gentleman yield right there ? 

Mr. CuristorueEr. I will. 

Mr. Borxtn. That is the best point that has been made. 

Yesterday I excused myself to go over to the Senate to ask for a 
million dollars for deepening the channel of the Mobile Bay from 
the Gulf of Mexico to enable the shipping people there to bring in the 
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iron ore from Venezuela. We had quite a time there. Senator Ellen- 
der and Senator Hill made the greatest statements I have ever heard. 
They said certainly the people would get it if they could get the House 
to do anything on it, because they just called our attention to some 
river—I believe it was in Germany—where we have spent since the 
war $2 billion. My Lord! Think ‘about our waters and how we 
should develop them. 

You made a great statement, and I think you are correct there. I 
was just telling Congressman Robeson here, who went down to visit 
my place with his son, and my son was there, and I was talking to 
him at 5 o’clock this morning. He told me it was three there. We have 
never let the Government help us on it. We have a hundred-and-some- 
odd thousand acres there, but we did not let the State, city, or county, 
or anybody else help us. We just went ahead and did it. We planted 
over 10 million trees there to hold it. 

I paid $36 a dozen for some wild turkey eggs, not that we did not 
have plenty of turkeys. We had five men watching them day and 
night and everything else. I want to tell you, you have to do it your- 
self. I find it is more trouble to get a little help than it is to go on and 
spend it. It is more trouble. 

I had eight of the chief justices of the supreme court visiting us. 
Our chief justice, Ed Livingston hunts with me every year, and he said 
he wanted to have a nice visit for these people, from Illinois, Indiana, 
Kentucky, and Mississippi. 

We had a whole group from Louisiana, Congressman Thompson’s 
country here. They were joking and saying, “You haven’t any deer 
here.” I said, “I tell you what I suggest you do. Supper won’t be 
ready for 30 minutes. Just turn around. It is just getting dusk. 
Drive to the lake.” We have a lake there 4 miles away. had Judge 
Livingston and 4 more of those men counted 54 deer in the road or 
beside the road, but it is just taking care of it, and we have to get the 
nee Government and the State government and our own people 
to help. 

You do not get much done unless you love it and unless you kind of 
take to it yourself and have somebody. 

It is a great statement, so aeaeial I just want to tell you I agree 
with everything you said so far. 

Mr. CuristopHer. As Dewey Short, a Congressman from my State, 
who is a Republican, and a man with whom I seldom agree—— 

Mr. Boykin. He is a great man. 

Mr. CurerstorHerR. He made a statement one time on the floor of the 
House, “Why be niggardly with conservation in the United States 
when we can give $100 million to the Hottentots in 30 minutes?” I 
have never forgotten that. That is very typical of Dewey, and I com- 
plimented him on the statement. I feel the same way about this legis- 
lation. There used to be—this is entirely off the subject—a species of 
snipe that crossed the prairies of eastern Kansas and western Missouri. 
We called them fool chickens. They were about half again larger than 
the quail. They are extinct. They do not come any more. They have 
been shot to death. You could shoot into a flock of those if you wished, 
and the flock would circle and come back and hover over their dead, 
and you could shoot them again if you were mean enough to do it, 
and they would continue to come back until you killed the last one. 
That is why they were commonly known on the prairies out there as 
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fool chickens, because they did not have sense enough to go away when 
being shot. 

The result is they are extinct. Our migratory waterfowl needs more 
refuge area than the Osage with the Marais des Cygnes will afford. 
There is land down there that is worthless for anything but wildlife 
refuge. Weneed it. I am sure that Mr. Bode and his State commis- 
sion would buy some of that land if they had the wherewithal to do it, 
and we need it. 

I do not suppose I will, but I hope I never live long enough that I 
cannot go out on a November day, in the first days of November, in my 
country and look up against that old leaden sky and not see a wedge of 
waterfowl going aon toward your country, Mr. Chairman. That 
would be a sad day. 

I witnessed the extinction of several species, and I do not want it to 
happen any more. 

I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me to be with 
you. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you. 

Do you have anything you would like to put in the record from your 
conservation director ? 

Mr. CuristorHer. I would like to submit these telegrams and a let- 
ter and request that after they have been made a part of the record, 
they be returned to my office. 

Mr. Boykin. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The communications referred to follow :) 


CONSERVATION FEDERATION OF MISSOURI, 
Jefferson City, Mo., May 5, 1955. 
#EORGE CHRISTOPHER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Conservation Federation of Missouri strongly urges support of H. R. 162, the 
Price bill, releasing surplus PR funds to the States and H. R. 37 earmarking 
duck-stamp funds for refuge acquisition hearings being held now. 

Ep Streener, Evecutive Secretary. 


May 16, 1955. 


(Copy of night letter sent to members of Joint Appropriations Subcommittee 
for Public Works meeting to hear witness from the lower Mississippi Valley May 
16 and 17 relative to the flood-control works of the Corps of Engineers :) 

The Conservation Federation of Missouri is much interested in seeing Appro- 
priation Subcommittee on Public Works make adequate funds available to the 
Corps of Engineers for transfer to the Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and other Federal agencies for a study of Mississippi River projects as outlined 
in Senator Stennis’ resolution adopted June 12, 1954. Army engineer hearings 
in valley prove need for adequate water and wildlife conservation. 

Ep STecener, 
Executive Secretary, Conservation Federation of Missouri. 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., May 18, 1955. 
Congressman GEORGE H. CHRISTOPHER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Hearings on P.-R. surplus funds and duck stamp earmarking have been defi- 
nitely scheduled for May 24-25 by House Committee on Wildlife; Boykin, chair- 
man. Conservation Federation of Missouri earnestly requests your favorable 
support on 8. 756, S. 757, and H. R. 37, H. R. 162. 

Ep STeaner, Ezecutive Secretary. 
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JEFFERSON Crtry, Mo., May 2, 1955. 
Hon. GeorGeE H. CHRISTOPHER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
H. R. 162 to be heard by House subcommittee, tentative date May 3. Missouri 
Conservation Commission requests your active support on this bill during com- 
mittee hearings. 


Respectfully, 
I. T. Bopr, Director. 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., May 12, 1955. 
Hon. Georce H. CHRISTOPHER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We understand H. R. 5085 is in conference committee and includes certain 
Senate increases for Fish and Wildlife Service, River Basin studies, and recrea- 
tion work for Forest Service. We have studied these items intensively and urge 
you support retention of these funds. They will mean a lot to our program. 

I. T. Bopvre, Director. 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., May 18, 1955. 
Hon. GeorGE H. CHRISTOPHER, 
House Office Building: 


A reminder that hearings are to be held by House Wildlife Subcommittee, 
Frank W. Boykin, chairman, on May 24 and May 25 concerning Pittman-Robert- 
son surplus and duck stamp bills. We have furnished you earlier our views on 
both matters. We strongly favor the H. R. 162 plan for Pittman-Robertson sur- 
plus distribution and also favor the duck stamp bill 8S. 757. We respectfully 
solicit your support for both measures. 

I. 'T. Bove, Director. 


Mr, I. T. Bove, 
Director, Conservation Commission, 
Jefferson City, Mo.: 


Hearings postponed on H. R. 162. Will support measure. 
Gro. H. CHRISTOPHER, 
Member of Congress. 
Mr. Boyxin. Thank you. You made a great statement. We will 
not forget it. 
Congressman Metcalf is next. Will you proceed, Congressman 
Metcalf ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Mercatr. My name is Lee Metcalf, and I represent the First 
District of Montana. I am here in support of two bills that are cur- 
rently being heard by this committee. “I am here in support of the 
various duck-stamp bills such as H. R. 2142 introduced by our col- 
league from Wisconsin, Congressman Engle, and some of the others; 
and I am also here in support of H. R. 4298 by Congressman Miller, 
and I have an identical bill, H. R. 3257. 

To first take up the discussion of duck-stamp funds, in introducing 
this legislation to provide for duck-stamp funds, Congressmen Engle 
and Johnson, and others, have sought to do what I tried to do last 

ear on the floor of the House, before the Appropriations Committee. 

r. Thompson of Texas mentioned that during his testimony earlier 
this morning. I want to assure the committee that Congress and the 
administration, the executive departments downtown, are both to 
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blame for this diversion of duck-stamp funds into areas where it was 
not originally intended to go. 

For land acquisition, which was the primary and most important 
purpose of this duck-stamp fund, there has only been used one-sixth 
of the funds, and more than one-half or three times as much has been 
used for administration and expenses, so we have this business of 
administration outweighing and overturning the primary purpose of 
the duck stamps, the acquisition of land. 

Last year when the appropriation bill was on the floor I moved the 
House to amend the Interior appropriation bill to restore $1,200,000 
to the Fish and Wildlife Service budget for management of resources 
in fiscal 1955. 

The Bureau of the Budget—that is downtown—made an administra- 
tive cut of about a million dollars when this came over from the De- 

yartment of the Interior, from the previous budget. The rest was cut 

i the House Appropriations Committee. I sought to increase the 
figure from $6,137,000 to $7,337,000. Had we granted the $7,337,000, 
that would have compared favorably with the $714 million that had 
been the amount for fiscal 1954. Management expenses continue at 
about the same level, and the only way in which they can continue the 
management is either by dipping into the duck-stamp funds or mak- 
ing appropriations for it out of the general tax revenue. 

I said on the floor of the House when my amendment was being con- 
sidered, and it was supported by Mr. Thompson of Texas and others, 
that this diversion was not what the Congress intended when it in- 
creased the duck-stamp fund from $1 to $2 six years ago at the request 
of the sportsmen themselves, and I am sure that this is not what the 
sportsmen had in mind when they came to Congress and asked that this 
be the amount. 

In 1935 Congress appropriated $125,536 for overall refuge main- 
tenance. This amount was increased each year through 1950 when 
the total appropriation was $1,707,000. The amount used for this 
purpose from the duck-stamp funds during this same period was ap- 
proximately equal to the appropriation, increasing from $23,000 plus 
in 1935 to about $1.5 million in 1950. I believe that the cost of main- 
tenance of these refuges should be split between appropriations from 
tax money and from the duck-stamp funds, but beginning in 1951 the 
balances shifted over so that the money for refuge maintenance comes 
more and more from the duck-stamp fund and less and less from 
appropriations. 

I call your attention, for example, to what has happened to the Post 
Office Department charges for printing and distributing duck stamps. 
In the years prior to 1952 this charge averaged $30,000 a year. In 1952 
and 1953 it was $32,000. In 1954 it jumped from $32,000 to $150,000, 
and this year it was $169,000. 

Mr. Boyxrn. For what? 

Mr. Mercarr. For printing the duck stamps. The Post Office De- 
partment for printing duck stamps has jumped the charge to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service more than 5 times the average in the 15 years prior 
to 1952. 

Mr. Boyxtn. ‘1 want. to ask you a question there, please, sir. How 
can we change that? Do you think thatthey printed a lot more stamps, 
which I imagine, of course, but do you think that is entirely too much? 
That would get an awful Jot. of stamps, would it-not ? 
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Mr. Mercatr. I doubt if they printed more. I think the charge has 
been jumped for printing just a the same amount of stamps, be- 
cause the sales have held at a relatively level rate over those same 
periods. 

Mr. Boyxin. How many dollars did you say for just printing the 
duck stamps? 

Mr. Meroaur. In 1952 and 1953 it cost $32,000. In 1954 it cost 
$150,000, or five times as much. 

Mr. BoyKIn. You can do a lot of printing for $150,000, not only of 
duck stamps but of anything. I think that should be looked into by 
all means. 

Mr. Van Petr. That is not just printing alone, is it? 

Mr. Mercatr. I am informed that is the Post Office Department 
charge for printing and distribution: a $32,000 average over the first 
15 years ; $150,000 since 1954, and $169,000 during the next fiscal year. 

The point I am making is that they are charging more and more 
for administration and handling of this duck stamp and putting less 
and less of the funds into the primary purpose—land acquisition. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Gentlemen, I want to suggest that we get a real state- 
ment from the post office on that and check on this and see why the 
difference, how much they have increased in duck stamps there and 
why this enormous charge. How much did you say, $160,000? 

Mr. Mercatr. I am infor med that it is $169,000 for the current fiscal 
year. 

Mr. Boykin. Almost a quarter of a million dollars. 

Mr. Mercatr. I, too, would like to know. 

Mr. Borxrn. We are going to find out everything we can and get 
the real facts on its and give it to you and everybody else on this 
proposition. 

Mr. Mercatr. I thank the Chairman. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Zincke, will you get that, and then we will put 
it in the record. 

(For information referred to, see p. 130.) 

Mr. Mercarr. Mr. Chairman, I feel that by earmarking 40 percent 
of this duck-stamp money, we would be telling this agency of the 
Government to do its job in the way in which it was originally in- 
tended to do it. I do not particularly like this approach. We have 
a case where the Bureau of the Budget here is forcing the Fish and 
Wildlife Service to spend most of this duck-stamp money in the way 
it is contrary to the wishes of Congress and contrary to the intent of 
the people who created the fund. 

In passing such a bill as is before the committee, we would be re- 
emphasizing the wish of Congress and the sportsmen that at least 
a major part of the duck-stamp money is to go for its primary purpose. 

A closing word about earmarking these funds. Up to 15 percent 
of the duck- -stamp money is now earmarked for enforcement and the 
cost of printing and distributing stamps. You have before you a bill 
to increase this to 25 percent. If this bill passes and if we earmark 
40 percent for land acquisition, we then have set aside 65 percent of 
the duck-stamp revenue for a specific purpose. Once this is done, the 
Federal Government must face up to its responsibility, and that is 
our congressional responsibility, to the two and a quarter million 
waterfowl hunters who look to the Government for appropriations 
for proper management of our natural resources. 
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That completes my statement on this bill. 

If I may, I would like to make a statement on my other bill. 

Mr. Borx1n. You may. 

Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, I am appearing in support of H. 
R. 4298 by Congressman Miller. I have introduced a similar brill. 
This committee knows about the background of this Pittman-Robert- 
son appropriation. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, we have had that this morning, and also Mr. 
Miller is going to testify on his bill. He just left here a moment or 
twoago. Hehadto goto another meeting. 

Mr. Mercatr. I would like to insert a statement of background, 
but I will omit it from this testimony. The enactment of the legisla- 
tion that Congressman Miller and I nave introduced will permit the 
States to learn the amount of money available for them to match a 
year in advance. 

At present the tax receipt records of the Treasury are not completed 
until August, and as a result, the various States are not notified of 
their share until September, 3 months after the beginning of the fiscal 
year in which they are to be used. 

Adoption of our amendment would enable the State legislatures and 
the State fish and game commissions to plan for more effective use 
of both State and Federal money by knowing well in advance how 
much Federal aid was available. 

I am informed that Congressman Price testified in support of his 
legislatiog and the similar legislation that has been introduced by 
our colleague from Nevada, Mr. Young, and suggested that perhaps 
some compromise between the bills that we have introduced and that 
Congressmen Price and Young have introduced could be reached. 

I testified to that effect before the Senate. This would eliminate 
this provision for allocating the fund 2 years in advance, if you adopt 
the compromise that we: have. 

However, I want to say to the committee that that would help some 
of the States that do need additional money over the next 5 years, 
and if the committee decides to apportion the money in that way 

ather than in the way that we have suggested, that would, I feel, 

be satisfactory. The essential thing is let us get this $13.5 million 
in operation and used for the purpose for which it was originally 
designed and away from the Bureau of the Budget eyeing it very 
hungrily to put it ito operation for some other purpose other than 
that for which it was piled up. 

I do want to say that I would be very much opposed to any legisla- 
tion that abandons the matching principle and especially any legis- 
lation that would permit the use of this $13.5 million over any period 
of time by the States in order for them to match additional Federal 
money. 

Now, it has been suggested, for example, that this money be dis- 
tributed to the States over a 5-year period and that money then could 
be used as the States’ contribution for additional matching for cur- 
rent funds. I feel that the traditional matching principle is an 
important incentive to get the States to work on their part of the 
development of these refuges and these projects. 

It may seem inconsistent for me to come before this committee and 
urge that the duck-stamp money be used for the purpose of acquisition 
of refuges and urge Congressman Miller’s and my bill to permit man- 
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agement out of the Pittman-Robertson money at the same time, but 
some of the States have acquired Pittman-Robertson refuges so that 
they are no longer enabled to finance the proper management, the 
roper law enforcement, and so forth out of their current revenue. 
herefore, we should divert some of that money to management in 
those States. 

That is why I have suggested that henceforth we permit the use of 
a portion of the Pittman-Robertson money for management purposes. 

On the other hand, our national wildlife refuge program has not 
gone far enough so that we can begin to divert duck-stamp money to 
administration, to distribution of stamps, to law enforcement, and 
those things over and above the earmarked part of the funds. There 
may come a time when we will have enough refuges and will have 
acquired enough nesting grounds and enough land, so it will be neces- 
sary to divert some of the duck-stamp money for that purpose, but 
that time has not yet arrived, so we should use the money for the pri- 
mary purpose for which it was intended. 

I would like to give you an example of what this diversion of duck- 
stamp money has meant to one of the Nation’s oldest refuges, the 
Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge not far from Great Falls, 
Mont., created in 1929 soon after the Migratory Bird Conservation Act 
was passed. This is a refuge of a little over 12,000 acres. It is a 
spoon-shaped basin isolated in a small watershed. It only fills up 
about once in every 20 years. When it does, it outproduces any 
other refuge in this country per acre. It is good for 1 brood, that 
is 6 ducks, per acre, per year, when it has water. 

With such a high production, there could be public shooting on part 
of this refuge, once it is restored. Restoration is necessary because, 
although the lake holds water very well, the watershed is too small. 

Now there is plenty of water in an adjacent watershed. The Fish 
and Wildlife Service could collect waste water from the Fairfield Irri- 
gation District, pump it over a low divide into a system of natural 
creeks and channels into the head of the lake. 

The total cost of this all-Federal project is estimated at between 
$300,000 and $400,000. That would include rights-of-way, a pumping 
station, and collection of the waste water. 

This necessary improvement has been hanging fire almost since the 
day the refuge was created. I am told that it has been discussed in 
the Fish and Wildlife Service for at least 20 years. So far, there has 
only been enough money to do part of the engineering work. By di- 
verting money from some other needed project, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service plans to run survey lines this year. 

But that is all, and one of the most productive and one of the oldest 
refuges in the Nation is just standing there with intermittent produc- 
tive capacity subject to the whims of nature. If we could get sufficient 
appropriations for annual maintenance of existing refuges, then the 
Fish and Wildlife Service would not be compelled to divert so much to 
maintenance and could tackle this restoration project so urgently 
needed. 

Mr. Boyxty. What area does that lake cover ? 

Mr. Mercatr. The lake and a certain amount of buffer land around 
it covers about 12,000 acres, and it is in north-central Montana. It is 
just out of my district, in Congressman Fjare’s district. As I say, it 
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has produced a brood of ducks per acre, that is 6 ducks per acre, a high 


rate of production. 
Mr. Borin. Thank you very much, Congressman Metcalf. You 


have made a wonderful statement. We appreciate it. Do you have 
anything you would like to put in the record ? 
Mr. Mercatr. I would like permission to put the full statement in 


the record. 
Mr. Borxrn. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. Mercatr. I will supply that to the reporter. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. LEE MeEtcatr, M. C., IN Support or H. R. 2142 anp 
Srm1LAR Britis, RELATING TO Duck Stamp FuNpDs 


I appreciate this opportunity to appear before this committee on behalf of 
H. R. 2142, by Congressman Johnson of Wisconsin, and other bills to require 
that not less than 40 percent of the money raised by sale of duck stamps be 
used for the purpose for which it was intended, acquisition of land for migra- 
tory bird rearing and feeding areas. 

In so doing, Congressman Johnson and authors of similar legislation would 
put an end to diversion of duck stamp funds which violate the spirit if not the 
letter of the present law. By diversion, I mean using more and more duck 
stamp money for refuge maintenance and other administrative expenses, while 
at the same time appropriating less and less for a job at least part of which 
belongs to the Federal Government. 

The Duck Stamp Act was passed in 1934, because in 1932 this Nation’s water- 
fowl population hit an all-time low. The act is clear. It is “to supplement and 
support the Migratory Bird Conservation Act by providing funds for the acqui- 
sition of areas for use as migratory bird sanctuaries, refuges, and breeding 
grounds, for developing and administering such areas, and for the protection 
of certain migratory birds, for the enforcement of the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act, and regulations thereunder.” 

I call your attention to the purpose of the act as expressed in the title: “to 
provide funds for the acquisition of areas for use as migratory bird sanctuaries, 
refuges, and breeding grounds, for developing and administering such areas.” 

Land acquisition, the primary purpose listed in this act, has become the last 
in the 20 years since it was passed. 

I have a table, prepared by the Fish and Wildlife Service showing expendi- 
tures from duck stamp money from 1935 through fiscal 1955. It shows expend- 
iture of $44,701,331, raised by sale of duck stamps this way: $25,275,668 for 
development and maintenance of refuges; $7,568,618 for land acquisition; 
$4,519,270 for enforcement; $3,430,579 for waterfowl research; $877,263 for 
printing and distributing the stamps; $689,659 for river basin studies, and 
$563,561 for engineering. 

Out of a total of $44,701,331 raised by sale of duck stamps, only $7,568,618—or 
one-sixth—went for purchase of land, including appraisals, ete. One-sixth of 
this money went to do the primary job—the aquisition of areas for use as migra- 
tory bird sanctuaries, refuges, and breeding grounds. 

More than 3 times that much, or $25,275,668, went for development and main- 
tenance of refuges. 

In other words, this law has been turned upside down. It is up to us, in this 
Congress, to right it again. 

Congress must also share with the executive branch of Government the respon- 
sibility for this diversion of funds away from the primary purpose for which 
they were intended. 

At least that was true in 1954, when.I moved on the floor of the House to 
amend the Interior appropriation bill to restore $1,200,000 to the Fish and Wild- 
life Service budget for management of resources in fiscal 1955. The Bureau 
of the Budget made a major part of this cut in the budget prospectus as it came 
over from the Department of the Interior. The rest was cut by the House 
Appropriations Committee. I sought to increase the-figure from $6,137, 000 to 
$7,337,000. The latter would have compared favorably with the $7,268,548 esti- 
mate for fiscal 1954, and the fiscal 1953 actual expenditure of $7,666,767. Since 
management expenses continued at or above their former level, the only way 
this amount could be made up was by dipping into the duck stamp fund. 
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This is what happened, because my motion lost. 

I said then, and I repeat now, that this diversion was not what Congress 
intended when it increased the price of the duck stamp from $1 to $2, 6 years 
ago, at the request of the sportsmen themselves. And I am sure that this is not 
what the sportsmen had in mind when they came to Congress and asked that 
the cost of the duck stamp be doubled. 

In 1935, Congress appropriated $125,536 for overall refuge maintenance. This 
— each year through 1950, when the total appropriation was 

’ ’ 6. 

The amount used for this purpose from duck stamp funds during this same 
period was approximately equal to the appropriation, increasing from $23,386 
in 1935 to $1,492,502 in 1950. 

I believe the cost should be split between appropriations from tax money and 
the duck stamp fund. 

Beginning in 1951, however, the balance started to shift, and money for refuge 
maintenance started coming more and more from duck stamp funds, and less 
from appropriations. 

In 1951, the appropriation was $1,413,602; the duck stamp fund provided 
$2,182,655. In 1953; the appropriation was $1,5 wre and $2,163,432 came from 
the duck stamp fund. In 1954, the figures were “$1,58 2,164 from appropriations 
and $2,767,050 from duck stamp money. 

Last year was the year of the big shift—when the administration and Con- 
gress practically walked away from the Federal obligation and left the whole 
thing up to the duck hunters. The appropriation for overall refuge maintenance 
for fiscal 1955 was only $768,000, barely enough to take care of the big-game 
areas, nothing for the waterfowl areas. Meanwhile, the duck stamp fund was 
hit for $3,778,460. 

Here is a breakdown of activities financed out of duck stamp funds by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service this fiscal year: 51 percent went for refuge main- 
tenance and development ; 20 percent for land purchase; 13 percent for enforce- 
ment and to pay the Post Office Department for printing and distributing the 
stamps; 6 percent for waterfowl management investigations, on which duck 
hunting regulations are based; 6 percent for administration; 3 percent for re- 
search and 1 percent for river basin studies pertaining to wet lands. 

In this connection, I call your attention to what has happened to the Post 
Office Department’s charges for printing and distributing the stamps. In the 
years prior to 1952, this charge averaged $30,000 a year. In 1952 and 1953, it 
was $32,000 a year. In 1954, it jumped to $150,000 and this year it was $169,000 
or more than 5 times the average in the 15 years prior to 1952. 

Now I feel that by earmarking 40 percent of this duck stamp money we would 
be telling an agency of Government to do its job. I don’t particularly like this 
approach. But here we have a case where the Bureau of the Budget is forcing 
the Fish and Wildlife Service to spend most of this duck stamp money in a way 
that is contrary to the intent of Congress and the wishes of the duck hunters. 
In passing such a bill as H. R. 2142, we would be reemphasizing the wish of 
Congress and of sportsmen that at least a major part of duck stamp money go 
for its primary purpose. 

A closing word about earmarking. Up to 15 percent of duck stamp money is 
now earmarked for enforcement and the cost of printing and distributing the 
stamps. You have before you a bill to increase this to 25 percent. If this bill 
passes, and if we earmark 40 percent more for land acquisition, we then have 
set aside 65 percent of the duck stamp revenue for specific purposes. Once this 
is done, the Federal Government must face up to its responsibility to the 
2,250,000 waterfowl hunters who look to their Federal Government for proper 
management of this natural resource. 


Mr. Boykin. Congressman Young. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFTON YOUNG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Mr. Youne. Thank you. I apbeetialy the peeteery to appear 
before this committee. 7 have 2 bills now pending, 1 on the Pittman- 


Robertson funds and 1 on the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act. 
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I would like to address myself first to the bills with respect to the 
Pittman-Robertson funds. We in Nevada have a special feeling to- 
ward this legislation because the author was Senator Key Pittman, 
who so ably represented our State in the upper body for many years. 

As the committee has been informed this morning on a number of 
occassions, there is now in that fund some $13,400,000 which accumu- 
lated during the period 1939 to 1947. There are essentially two pro- 
posals before the committee with several amendments. One is the so- 
called Metcalf proposal which calls for the utilization of this 
$13,400,000 for distribution to the States starting July 1, 1955, whererm 
the funds which otherwise might have been appropriated based on the 
excise taxes levied during fiscal 1954 apparently would revert to the 
Treasury. 

The other bill is of the type introduced by myself and Congressman 
Price. It would call for the continuation of the regular Pittman- 
Robertson program, but in addition the $13,400,000 which is now in 
surplus would be distributed during the next 5 years in equal install- 
ments to the States. I feel there is a moral obligation todo so. I feel 
that the sportsmen of this country backed the original excise tax levy 
with the idea in mind that these funds would be utilized for the pur- 
pose of wildlife program development. I think it would be unfair 
under the guise of changing the budgetary procedure to utilize.this 
$13,400,000 for distribution in the next year, to take away from the 
sportsmen the funds which were accumulated during fiscal 1954. 

There have been some comments made by the executive branch of 
the Government that the present budgetary system is unsound, that 
the excise taxes which are lasted in any fiscal year are used as a yard- 
stick to determine the amount of money which will be appropriated and 
distributed under the Pittman-Robertson formula. 

If that. be true, it would be possible to shift that yardstick back an- 
other year, as advocated in the Metcalf bill, without at the same time 
taking away from the sportsmen this $13,400,000, which I feel they are 
entitled to receive for development of the wildlife program. The 
executive branch has stated that the bill of the type introduced by Con- 
gressman Price and myself would be contrary to the basic partnership 
formula. 

I think there have been comments this morning to the effect that the 
matching provisions should be continued. I do not feel they should. 
In the first place, probably some of the States would not be able to meet 
the additional matching requirements if we put $13,400,000 more dol- 
lars out for their utilization on a matching basis. There is nothing 
sacred about the partnership formula which requires that we continue 
the same matching basis for these funds that we do for the regular 
Pittman-Robertson funds. 

I think that equity and fairness require that we continue the present 
Pittman-Robertson program and at the same time over a period of the 
next 5 years we distribute this $13,400,000 in equal installments to the 
respective States. They can well use the funds. There is one feature 
of the Metcalf bill which I think would add to the proposal which I 
have submitted. In section 3 of my bill it describes what shall be in- 
cluded in the phrase “wildlife restoration project.” An amendment 
has been suggested which is included in the Metcalf bill which adds to 
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those items included therein the following words, “and management 
(exclusive of law enforcement and public relations) .” 

This would give greater latitude and a greater scope for the ex- 
penditure of these funds and make it possible for the States to spend 
more than they are now expending. In addition, if they are not able 
to spend these funds, as the committee well knows, these funds will 
revert to the migratory bird conservation fund, which can utilize all 
the money that is ssveitlele: If there are no questions with regard to 
that part of the testimony, Mr. Chairman, I would like to address my- 
self to the duck-stamp bill. I will make my remarks brief. 

Mr. Boyxin. Any questions ? 

Mr. Rosrson. No questions. 

Mr. Boyxtn. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. No. 

Mr. Younae. With regard to the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp 
Act, as the committee knows, this legislation was passed in 1934. As 
of 1953 I believe there had been accumulated some $35 million. Less 
than 8 percent of this money had been used to acquire waterfowl] areas, 
land and water, suitable for breeding, nesting, and feeding. 

We have made considerable progress in our waterfowl program. 
Starting in the middle thirties there was a wave of criticism which 
swept through the country last year when evidence appeared that such 
a small percent, less than 10, had been utilized for the purpose of 
acquiring waterfowl areas. 

I think that we face at this time the basic question of whether we 
want to see waterfowling continued as a sport in this country. If we 
do not take aggressive steps at this time, I am afraid that duck hunt- 
ing as we know it today will disappear in another 25 or 30 years. It 
was estimated in 1930 or thereabouts that we need some 12 million 
acres of waterfowl area, if we are to continue our duck population. 
We made some progress. Some 200,000 acres were acquired with the 
use of the duck-stamp funds. 

‘In addition, executive branch action has brought additional. land 
areas into the wildlife waterfowl program. I think the sportsmen are 
greatly disappointed, and rightfully so, that such a small percentage 
of the funds arising from the sale of duck stamps has been utilized for 
the acquisition of land. 

There are two ways we can get more funds. One is from general 
appropriations in Congress. I doubt very much with the present 
tenor of Congress that we are going to greatly increase the amount 
of money which is available to acquire waterfowl areas. 

It is estimated that we will need some additional 4 million acres. 
It is further estimated that these acres will cost on the average about 
$40 or a total of $160 million will be required to secure the water and 
land resources necessary to sustain our waterfowl] program. Even 
if all of the present moneys obtained from the sale of duck stamps were 
utilized to acquire new land and water, we still will not be able to meet 
that program. I feel that a definite percentage of the duck-stamp 
funds should be earmarked. 

In my bill I have suggested 40. Perhaps 35 would be better. Per- 
haps 55 would be better. I have no fixed idea-on that. I think the 
committee is in a better position to make such a determination. I 
feel that we should also raise the duck-stamp tax, but-I do not feel 
the sportsmen will support such a raise nor probably will many Con- 
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gressmen support such an increase unless there is a definite earmark- 
ing of these funds. 

Mr. Boykin. How do you suggest that we raise it ? 

Mr. Young. I think, Mr, Chairman, it could go up to $4 or I 
can recall purchasing shotgun shells for 80 and 90 cents a coer oak 
in the middle thirties, and last fall when I was purchasing shotgun 
shells, some of them went as high as $2.50 and $3 a box. 

The original duck stamp imposed was $1. It was raised to $2. I 
do not think it unfair to raise it to $4 or $5. If we are going to secure 
the necessary waterfowl areas and preser ve waterfowling as a sport, 
[ think it is necessary that we take drastic action such as that. Any- 
body who goes out duck hunting these days probably must figure on 
paying $ $10 or $15 a duck at a minimum and I do not think it unwise, or 
unfair, or inequitable to increase the duck-stamp tax to $5, but I think 
that before we can sell that program, it will be necessary to definitely 
earmark a portion of these funds. Otherwise, I think ‘duck hunting 
as we know it will have disappeared from the American scene in 
another 25 or 30 years. 

There are increasing pressures, and new areas are being put under 
industria] use, homesite use, for.residential purposes. I understand 
that nearly a million acres each year is being thusly withdrawn now. 
As our population increases by 3 million to 4 million a year and our 
recreational time expands, the hunting pressures will expand, I hope 
that we will have the foresight and vision to enact such legislation as 
will preserve what I think is one of the finest of outdoor sports. 

Mr. Boykin. That is a splendid statement, Congressman Young, 
and we appreciate it very much. 

Congressman Robeson ? 

Mr. Roseson. I join the Chairman in complimenting you on your 
statement. I think it is very helpful. 

Mr. Boykin. Sound as it can be. 

Congress Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. No questions. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Weare ready for you, Mr. Hudoba. 

Just before he starts, I am going to ask that the General Counsel 
here, for those who want permission to put these in—gentlemen, there 
are many telegrams here from all over the United States—to go over 
these and see which ones you think should go in. 

Here is a very good statement from Congressman James A. Haley, 
of Florida. Ire vad it last night. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT oF Hon. JAMES A. HAaLey, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, SEVENTH 
District OF FLORIDA, IN Support or H. R. 162 


Mr. Chairman, and my distinguished colleagues, I am most happy to submit a 
statement in support of H. R. 162. I should also like to have inserted in the 
record a letter that I received from Mr. Earl Frye, the assistant Director of the 
State of Florida’s Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission. This is the agency 
of the State of Florida that will cooperate with the Department of the Interior 
in carrying out the provisions of this bill. 

The State of Florida has made wonderful strides in her wildlife conservation 
work since the end of World War II. As you know, the State of Florida is making 
outstanding gains in growth in population, which is due to many factors. Our 
natural climate and scenic beauty is lending to this increase. When we consider 
that a great portion of our population is coming from the older people that have 
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retired, it is quite natural that we ask why. In addition to the pleasing climate 
and natural beauty I find that many of our residents are taking to enjoying 
pleasures of hunting and fishing. 

Our State has a bountiful supply of water for public fishing, both fresh and 


salt. They would not continue to fish unless their luck was pretty good. Our 


conservation organizations in the State have constantly made improvement 
through experience and education to see that our fish supply is not exhausted. 

The same thing is true of our hunting areas and our wildlife. It is quite under- 
standable that with the terrific increase in population there is a decrease in 
natural habitat for wildlife. Our State has net been content to sit by and wait 
for Federal aid to combat this. You can see that they have been farsighted and 
smart when I tell you that they now have’ over 34 million aeres-of land under 
management for public hunting. This is an enviable record in my opinion. You 
gentlemen might say that the State of Florida needs no more land for public 
hunting if they already have 342 million acres for this purpose. However, I 
can tell you quite frankly that this is just a good beginning. 

Our population has not only increased, but as many of you know, we enjoy 
having many visitors to our State. Most of these visitors come to Florida during 
the hunting season. From all the information that I can gather it is the intent 
of the State to use these funds for the acquisition and development of additional 
public hunting areas. 

It would seem reasonable to me that these funds, which have accumulated in 
the Treasury should be expended under the intent of the act of September 2, 
1987. These funds have accumulated from the excise taxes on firearms and 
ammunition. It is my unqualified hope that these funds are restored to the sev- 
eral States for their aid in wildlife restoration. 

I have talked with many people in the Seventh District of Florida and have 
been astounded that every single one has been in favor of this bill. I think this 
is most unusual that I have not received one comment in opposition to this bill. 
Therefore, I give my most wholehearted support to the passage and enactment 
of this legislation. 

Thank you very much. 


STATE OF FLormpA GAME AND FRESH WATER FISH COMMISSION, 
Tallahassee, May 19, 1955. 
Hon. JaMes A. HALEY, 
Member of Congress, Seventh District of Florida, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HALeyY: Thank you for your telegram of May 18 relative to 
the hearing on H. R. 162. 

I am quite certain that the sportsmen of Florida are unanimously in favor 
of the passage of this resolution. Their feeling is that the funds forming the 
$13 million surplus in question were contributed by the sportsmen through their 
payment of the 10 percent excise tax and that these funds should be made avail- 
able for their benefit. The game and fresh water fish commission concurs in 
this belief. 

As you may or may not know, Florida has made tremendous strides in con- 
servation during the past 10 years and I believe at present has a public hunting 
program second to no State with 3% million*acres under management for public 
hunting. Although this progress has been made, we still feel that much needs 
to be done along the same line to furnish improved hunting and other outdoor 
recreation for our rapidly increasing resident population as well as for our many 
visitors. 

In the event H. R. 162 passes, it is the game commission’s intention to devote: 
the resulting funds in Florida largely to the acquisition and development of 
public hunting lands. 

Again I would like to express my personal appreciation and the appreciation 
of the commission for your interest in this matter and I assure you that this 
interset will similarly be appreciated by the sportsmen of this great State. 

Very sincerely yours, 
O. BE. Frye, Jr., Assistant Director. 


Mr. Boyxrn. You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL HUDOBA, WASHINGTON EDITOR, SPORTS 
AFIELD 


Mr. Hupozsa. Thank you very much. 

My name is Michael Hudoba. I am Washington editor of Sports 
Afield magazine. I want to apologize to the committee for being 
late in making an appearance, but the conservation world is mourn- 
ing the passing of one of its beloved and one of its great supporters, 
Dr. William Eschmeyer, who had dedicated his life to support fish 
restoration, and we were attending his last rites yesterday. 

I want to express appreciation in behalf of the sportsmen to the 
committee for its interest and its very perceptive understanding of 
the problems of fish and wildlife conservation and to make this per- 
sonal observation: That I know that the members of the committee 
not only are ardent and enthusiastic sportsmen that love the outdoors, 
but they also in personal practice are putting into effect fish and wild- 
life conservation practices on their own lands, and we are grateful for 
that type of interest. 

I want to also thank the Members of Congress, the large number of 
them who have come and submitted statements and made excellent 
statements in regard to these questions of fish and wildlife conserva- 
tion matters. The sportsmen of the country deeply appreciate it, the 
33 million to whom licenses were sold, 1 to each 7 adults, who hunt or 
fish or both, and pay for the privilege voluntarily by purchasing 
licenses. 

In Sports Afield magazine we have made a survey, and we found 
that 66 percent of the business, professional, and executive people of 
this country listed fishing and hunting as their major recreational 
activity, and the number is increasing. It has quadrupled over the 
past 10 years. 

If I may address myself now very briefly with regard to the pro- 
posed legislation on unsold duck stamps, we would urge the commit- 
tee’s favorable consideration of this because we feel that the outlets, the 
hardware stores, and so forth, who purchase stamps out of their own 
pockets as a convenience to sportsmen should not have to pay the 
penalty for the unsold stamps. We feel that that convenience is a 
service that they are performing, and it would be beneficial and help- 
ful if the problem was.made easier for them to maintain such service. 

With regard to the Pittman-Robertson balance, the $13,468,467.61 
that is accumulated and unexpended, we are concerned that the Budg- 
et Bureau may want to have this fund transferred into the Treasury 
fund. We feel that that money under the specific direction of Con- 
gress was set aside for the purpose of wildlife restoration. We would 
like to see that money put to the use for which it was set aside. We 
would urge that the committee in its consideration put the money into 
practical use. 

As to the formula under whith it would be done, we would hesitate 
to have the Pittman-Robertson Act amended to change the traditional 
structure of the formula principle. We would also hesitate to have 
the program with an unbalanced factor because the 11-percent excise 
tax on sporting arms and ammunition came not only from waterfowl 
hunters, but it came.frem wabbit hunters, squirrel hunters, and the 
expenditure of that money ought to be a balanced expenditure that 
would take in all of the different hunting interests. 
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With regard to the duck-stamp amendment, we are quite distressed 
over the sharp increase in the diversion that is being made for printing, 
and distribution. 

Mr. Boykin. I am glad you brought that up. What do you think 
of that charge ? 

Mr. Huporna. It is astounding, Mr. Chairman, because of the $2 
duck stamp which is a voluntary expenditure and which was imposed 
at the request of the sportsmen, the $30,000 then jumped to $169,000 
estimated ; that 15 percent for administrative purposes and for the cost 
of the stamps means that this sharp increase is reducing the amount 
of money that is available for enforcement and actually it is penalizing 
the waterfowl hunters to what we feel is an extreme, and I was very 
happy to hear the chairman indicate that he wants that subject ex- 
plored thoroughly. 

Mr. Boykin. We are going to explore it. 

Mr. Hupora. I would suggest, also, in discussing that particular 
question, putting in the statute a definite percentage for earmarking 
purposes; expressing very deep and sincere appreciation to all those 
who introduced legislation proposed on the subject, and the interest of 
the committee that consideration be given to a specific resolution 
setting forth the points in the two approaches within the duck-stamp 
legislation directing the Bureau of the Budget and the Department of 
Interior and the Fish and Wildlife Service on the expenditure for the 
acquisition of refuge lands, not only for wintering, resting, and feed- 
ing — but also for public hunting areas. 

Mr. Boykin. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Hupona. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. I thank you, Mr. Michael Hudoba. You have made 
a splendid statement, and I know the time that you have given to 
this subject. You and I have been talking for years and I read your 
stories in Sports Afield, and they are very, very wonderful, and I 
subscribe to that magazine for several of my sons and my friends, 
but you do understand this, and you have done a fine job on it. I 
understand you have quite a place out here in Virginia; is it not? 

Mr. Hupora. Yes. 

Mr. Boyxtn. That you developed ? 

Mr. Hvupora. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. I wish you every luck in the world, and I certainly 
do appreciate your help on this. 

Congressman Robeson, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Rosrson. No; I have no questions. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Getting back to the statement with regard to the refunding on the 
duck stamp, have you or have any of the sportsmen group given 
any consideration as to how that might be handled? I am thinking 
of the duck stamp because I am carrying one in my pocket, and it is 
not canceled. 

Mr. Hvupona. The duck stamp in order to be valid when purchased, 
the purchaser before its use must sign his name across the face of 
it, which then cancels the stamp, and that in cancellation then is non- 
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redeemable. Therefore, if the stamp is not signed, it presumably is 
a stamp that is valid. However, a duck hunter can be apprehended 
for having an unsigned stamp. 

Mr. Van Petr. I was just wondering whether some consideration 
should be given to the distribution in the sports shops and the hard- 
ware stores and so forth whether a duck stamp should be put up in 
book form so that any that were intact in the book would be valid, 
like we buy 3-cent stamps or 2-cent stamps in a book ? 

Mr. Hvpopa. I would not be able to answer that because that would 
be a mechanical problem of the Post Office Department and its method 
of distribution. This availability of the duck stamp in waterfowl 
hunting areas is a convenience of service by the hardware store owner, 
the sport shop owner, for the duck hunter who in his enthusiasm of 
anticipation gets all his gear together and drives up and then in the 
wee small hours of the morning realizes that he neglected to get the 
most important thing that he needed, and if there was not a point 
of obtaining such a stamp, the post office hours being restricted, with- 
out that point, that would do him out of an opening day, foreing 
him to wait until the best of the duck hunting opening was passed. 

Mr. Van Pert. I am certainly in agreement with the position that 
you have taken on it, but as I say, I happen to be one of those carrying 
a noncanceled stamp, and I certainly will not want to leave the way 
open for someone where it might be tempting to pick up these stamps 
and turn them back in again, defeating the very purpose. 

Mr. Hvuposa. I appreciate specific cally the problem that you have 
in mind, and it is an excellent observation, Mr. Van Pelt, and that 
is the use of the duck stamp. There is quite a sale for collection 
purposes, which means that there would be noncanceled stamps poten- 
tially in circulation, and I am just hoping that there can be some 
suggestion from the administration, the Post Office Department, that 
would point toward the solution of that specific problem. 

Mr. Van Petr. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, in following along the investigation of the cost 
of this, perhaps we can get some determination from the Department 
as to what they might recommend so that a sports shop or hardware 
store or even in our area the county clerk, investing his own money 
just to be of service to the sportsmen buying a license, might be pro- 
tected. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I think that is a very good suggestion. I wonder 
if our general counsel would take that up. 

Mr. Zincke. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you, Mr. Hudoba. You made a fine statement. 

Mr. Hupopsa. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. We have another great man. I have known him for 
a long, long time. He looks mean, smoking that cigar, but he can 
smile through those glasses. At this time I want to ask Mr. Carl 
Shoemaker, ‘general counsel of the International Association of Game, 
Fish, and Conservation Commissioners, to come forward. He will 
either testify or file a statement. Testify as long as you can, because 
we want to look at you and hear you talk, too. We will have to go. 
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STATEMENT OF CARL SHOEMAKER, GENERAL COUNSEL, INTER- 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF GAME, FISH, AND CONSERVATION 
COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. SuoeMaker. I will file a statement on each one of these separate 
categories, and in addition to that I would like to make a little obser- 
vation off the record. 

Mr. Boykin. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Suormaker. The time has arrived now when, if we are going 
to maintain waterfowl on this North American Continent, we have to 
do something more than we have been doing. The present mone 
available are not sufficient to do the job. There are two or three we 
servations that might be made with reference to that. 

The duck stamp was originally put on the statute book for the pur- 
pose of buying and acquiring waterfowl refuges. Any money that was 
left over theoretically was to be used then for maintenance, operation, 
and development of those refuges. Over the years, however, the main- 
tenance, and operation, and development took the greater and giant 
share of the revenues that flowed into the Treasury from the sale of 
these stamps. Sooner or later, either the Congress must do, in my es- 
timation, one of two things. 

The Congress must provide the necessary money in the general ap- 
propriation bill to take care of the maintenance and operation of these 
waterfowl refuges, which belong to the United States Government 
just the same as our military facilities, our national forests, and our 
national parks. They all have to be maintained and operated out of 
the general fund. However, they put the reverse English on the water- 
fowl refuges. They have taken the money that the sportsmen put up 
for the acquisition program and they now are using that—they have 
the right to do it under the law; do not misunderstand me—the greater 
portion and the greater bulk of that money for the development, op- 
eration, and maintenance. 

Tf Congress does not go along with that theory of providing the 
necessary funds out of the general fund, then there is only one al- 
ternative in my mind and that is to increase the price of the duck 
stamp. At the present time I do not think that can be done because 
the sportsmen do not feel as though they have received dollar for dollar 
in value out of the money that they have already put up for the sale 
of the duck stamps. 

Sportsmen, as you know, Mr. Congressman, are pretty peculiar in- 
dividuals. A sportsman w ill holler his head off because he has to buy 
a dollar, or a $2 or a $3 fishing license, or a $2 duck stamp, or a $3 
hunting license, but he will not. say a single solitary word about pay- 
ing an excise tax on a fifth of a quart or a fifth of a gallon of liquor. 

Mr. Boykin. That is the truth. 

Mr. SHormakenr. It is the truth. I know it. Not all of them, but 
the great bulk of them when they go duck hunting have something in 
the blind to warm them up. 

Mr. Boyrxrn. I think they should, too. 

Mr. Suormaker. I do, too, but I cannot for the life of me figure out 
why they should object to paying a little bit more for the duck stamp 
which would preserve for all time, we will say, if properly used, their 
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sport, and not object at all to the $2 that they have to pay on each and 
every bottle of high-powered fire to keep them warm. 

Mr. Boyxin. Will you yield there for a moment? I want to teil 
you a story. It has been the greatest thing in the world for me. Of 
course, I have no bad habits and do not drink or smoke, and many 
nights if I want to have a good hunt down in these duck places, I stay 
with them until about 2 o’clock in the morning, about the time the 
monkeys are coming out, and then the next morning they do not get up, 
and I am just raring to go, feeling so good I don’t know what to do, 
and, brother, I get to shoot for them and for myself and just have a 
great and good time. Don’t you take this firewater away from these 
boys regardless of what it costs, because they do enjoy it, but I really 
enjoy shooting or doing anything else when I have not had a drink. 
That is the reason I decided never to have one, but you have such a 
good statement, go right ahead. 

Mr. SHoemaker. That is the anomalous situation in which we find 
ourselves. We will have to do a good selling job to increase the price 
of the duck stamp. 

Mr. Boykin. What do you think it should be? 

Mr. Suotmaxkerr. I think it should be nothing less than $5. 

Mr. Boykin. What would that give us in this new deal ? 

Mr. SHoemaker. That would give you about $11 million. 

Mr. Boryxrn. $11 million a year? 

Mr. SHorMaker. A year. 

Mr. Boykin. That would give us a million dollars a month practi- 
cally. 

Mr. SHormaxer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. And if we just handled it right, Lord knows what we 
could do. 

Mr. SHorMakKer. You could do a tremendous amount of good and 
important work with that amount of money. 

Mr. Boyxr1n. You could certainly do most anything with it. When 
you talk about a million dollars a month, it is wonderful. 

I went to Jackson Hole. I have been several times. I went this 
year, and I think they charged me $150 or something like that for a 
license. 

Mr. SHorMmakrr. $100 

Mr. Boykin. For 1 day. I think this was $125 this year. I am not 
sure. And then they charge you $35 for bringing an elk out. I killed 
anelk anda buck. Of course, they shoot does up there. 

In Alabama we do not shoot any deer, just cannot do it. Have you 
ever been down to Alabama in our duck and game places down there ? 

Mr. SHormaker. Yes, sir. I have been there turkey hunting in 
your State. 

Mr. Boykin. Fine. 

Mr. SHormaker. Right close to where you live. 

Mr. Boyxrn. You went to Bull Pen? 

Mr. SHormaker. Up above Jackson there. 

Mr. Boyxtn. Yes. Fred Stimson, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Suormaker. Yes, Fred Stimson’s place. 

Mr. Boyx1n. I was thinking about asking Governor Folsom to send 
him here to help out. We were boys together and hunted all our lives, 
and our children were in the war and college and everything together. 
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He can help us as much as anybody I know. He is a wonderful man. 
He is retired now, as you know. 
‘|| Mr. SHormaker. Yes, sir. 

' Mr. Bork. I believe he would come and do this. There are so 
many bills here. It is going to take a genius. It is going to take every 
one of us to try to work out the proper bill, and we certainly want 
your help on it. 
.’Mr. SHoemaker. The important thing, Mr. Congressman, is to put 
this Pittman-Robertson money to work. It is up to the Congress, I 
would say, to work out the formula, work out some kind of a pro- 
gram where that money can be put to use. I do not suppose that there 
Ig anyone who has testified here who is set in his particular viewpoint 
with reference to how that money should be used. They are all will- 
ing ‘to compromise. They are all willing to adopt a program that will 
do the job. 

» Mr. Boykin. I noticed that this morning. I thought that was fine. 
¥ow usually find men just want their way. 

Mr. Suormaker. That is right. 

Mr. Boykin. Women, too. 

Mr. SuHormaker. On the duck stamp money, whether you allocate 
40 percent or 20 percent or 35 percent or 50 percent to the purchase of 
land, it does not make a particle of difference so long as something is 
done. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Shoemaker, I go down in Congressman Thompson 
of Louisiana’s place every year, but I believe we have as many ducks 
in Alabama, and we have no idea what started it. We have several 
big ee and then we have a lake about 30 miles from our place. 
My brother, Charlie Boykin, whom I lost 2 years ago, young brother, 
20 years younger than I am, raised a thousand mallards, and we just 
left them on this place, and you have no idea of the good. They are 
just scattered around there. I do not know whether they stay, but they 
stire do come back. What do you think started this? 

On Mobile Bay as you cross the bridge you can see thousands and 
thousands of ducks, canvasbacks, something we have not had in years. 
Tt seems to me they are kind of changing their flight, but we just have 
as many ducks now as they have in Louisiana, right in Alabama, right 
in Mobile Bay, and up the Tombigbee. Have they changed their 
flights? 

Mr. SuHormaker. You have a lot of good food down there for them. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, wedo. Did you killa turkey ? 
. Mr. SHormaker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. Where ? 

Mr. Suormaker. Claude Kelley’s place. 

Mr. Boykin. Oh, he is a great man. I have a wonderful statement 
from him here by the way. He is doing a grand job of course. He 
could not be here to testify, but we had somebody to testify for Claude 
Kelley. I want you to come to my place. We had a general down 
there, and I did not know a general could shoot, you know. He killed 
2 turkeys at 1 shot. One of them weighed 17 pounds and 1 of them 
weighed 23, and he is head of the Air Force, Nate Twining. . You 
know Nate. 

_ Mr. SHormaxer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. He says he just wants to move down there. He went 
to inspect Brookley Field. He did not have much time for anything. 
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: Congressman Robeson was up there, and his son, at my place. It is 
just an hour’s run from Mobile, and he sat in the blind and shot and 
killed 2 gobblers at 1 shot. Of course, that is against the law, and we 
started to put him in jail, but didn’t because these accidents will hap- 
pen, and he did have a son sitting with him and, of course, he claimed 
ar son killed one of them. The son might have killed both of them. 

1 don’t know, but you have to believe what a general says. They cut 
you off down there. I want you to come and see our place. We have 
accepted no Federal aid or State aid either. We have our own game 
wardens, and we do have a lot of trouble maybe keeping some people off, 
but we give a hunt—I want you to know about this—for our neighbors 
at McIntosh, and they bring all of the men that want to come, the 
women and the children, and then we have some food and some drinks. 
We have it up there at our hunting lodge, and everyone of them helps 
us protect our game. It isa wonderful thing if you can just get that 
feeling and get everybody in the mood. It is kind of like in church 
you know. That is the reason we have so much game at McIntosh, 
Ala. I certainly want you to come down there “and give us some 
advice on that. We want you to visit us all you possibly can on the 
bills. I do not think we can get any one of these, do you, Congress- 
man Robeson or Congressman Van Pelt? I think we are going to 
have to take a lot of time and pick a lot out of every one and get a 
new bill. Don’t you think so? 

Mr. SHormaker. I think that isthe only thing to do. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I am not going to stop until we do, and we will have 
an executive session and try to get a real bill. Of course, we will not 
get it perfect, because we will not get that on earth, but we would like 
to have your advice. 

Mr. SHormaker. Thank you. 

Mr. Boyxrn. You have something you want to put in the record? 

Mr. Suormaxer. Yes, sir. I would like to say that I represent, 
without compensation, as general counsel, the International Associa- 
tion of Fish and Game Commissioners. That is the organization 
composed of all of the directors of all of the 48 States and Alaska, 
Hawaii, and the other Territories. This organization has endorsed 
the principle of both of these bills—I mean the philosophy of them— 
that something is needed to be done and should be done. I also am 
the conservation consultant for the National Wildlife Federation. 
Lam trying to retire, and I hope to do it very shortly. 

Mr. Boyxtn. How old are you? 

Mr. SHormaker. You want the truth, I suppose. 

Mr. Boyxtn. Yes. 

Mr. SHoremaker. Seventy-three years old next June 20. 

Mr. Boykin. Isn’t that wonderful ? 

I thought you were just about 60 years old. Don’t ever retire. 
Look at old Churchill. He made, I understand, a speech yesterday. 
No, don’t retire. Don’t retire. Come on down and hunt with us 
and keep on doing this work because we all need your help. A Con- 
gressman has more different things than a human can possibly do, 
and we need the advice of men like you that live this business. We 
had a man down there you might know. He is president of the Burn- 
ing Tree golf course out here, Tom Belshe. He killed a deer. He 
was down at our place. He is great in this business, and I think I 
will ask him to come up here and testify. 
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Without objection, we will put these statements in the record, and 
thank you for your advice. 

Mr. SuHoemaker. Thank you. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF CaRL D. SHOEMAKER, CONSERVATION CONSULTANT, NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION, AND GENERAL COUNSEL, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
GAME, FisH, AND CONSERVATION COMMISSIONERS, IN CONNECTION WITH BILLS 
RELATING TO THE PITTMAN-RORERTSON SURPLUS FEDERAL AID Funp (H. R. 162, 
H. R. 598, H. R. 3257, H. R. 3895, anp H. R. 4298) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration is a nonprofit conservation organization consisting of State wildlife 
federations and sportsmen’s leagues in 47 States, the District of Columbia, and 
Alaska. These 49 affiliated State and Territorial organizations, through their 
member clubs and associations, represent a total membership of over 3 million 
people. 

Three of these bills (H. R. 162, H. R, 598, H. R. 3895) are identical. The 
basis for the introduction of these bills is as follows: 

The Pittman-Robertson Federal Aid Act was passed in 1937. The excise tax 
of 10 percent on sporting arms and ammunition was set aside under the pro- 
visions of this act into a special fund known as the Federal aid to State wild- 
life restoration projects. For the first’few years, Congress did not appropriate 
each year the full amount covered into the fund. Some 5 or 6 years later, Con- 
gress appropriated each year the full amount covered into the fund the preced- 
ing year. It is now a continuing appropriation. During the time when ap- 
propriations did not cover the accruals to the fund there accumulated in the 
fund an unappropriated and unobligated sum of $13,467,468.61. 

It is with this unappropriated fund that all of these bills deal. 

There are two philosophies to be found in these bills: 

1. The three identical bills mentioned authorize the appropriation of this 
surplus fund over a period of 5 years, 20 percent each year to be allocated to 
the States under the same formula as is provided in the original Pittman-Robert- 
son Act. 

The projects upon which this money may be expended by the States are the 
same with one addition which authorizes the use of this money for the develop- 
ment of wildlife-management areas. This seems to be in line with the modern 
trend of research and administration which seems logical. It has also been sug- 
gested that a further amendment could be included. This amendment would 
be as follows: 

On page 3, line 2, strike out the word “and”. In the same line after the word 
“improvement,” place a comma and the following language: “and management 
(exclusive of law enforcement and public relations)”. It has been further sug- 
gested that this should be limited to 30 percent of the annual allocation te a 
State. 

2. The second approach to this is found in the other two bills, H. R. 3257 and 
H. R. 4298 which are listed for this hearing. The proposal in these bills is to 
make “management exclusive of law enforcement and public relations” a project, 
and to appropriate the surplus of approximately $1314 million for the coming 
fiscal year and thereafter pick up the accruals to the fund during the second 
fiscal year preceding. 

If this latter philosophy should be adopted by the Congress it would not give 
the States any new money. It would simply be postponing for 1 year the ac- 
cruals to this fund and utilizing the surplus in the next fiscal year only. 

The other philosophy picks up the surplus, turns over to the States 20 percent 
of it each year for a period of 5 years. The regular accrual receipts to the Pitt- 
man-Robertson fund will be allocated as usual under the original act of 1937. 

The wildlife administrators of the several States need this additional money to 
carry out projects which have long been in the blueprint stage. 

The International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners 
has approved this philosophy and the program outlined in the three bills, H. R. 
162, H. R. 598, and H. R. 3895. Regional associations of the fish and game de- 
partment likewise have endorsed these bills which seem to be in the interest 
of better game tmrmnagement, protectionyand restoration. 

The important thing, however, is to fut this money to work and it is the-func- 
tion of Congress to determine how it shall be used and how it shall be allocated 
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Both the Bureau of the Budget and the Fish and Wildlife Service are opposed 
to the so-called earmarking of this fund as outlined in the three bills mentioned. 
It should be remembered that this surplus fund arises under an act in which 
the entire fund is earmarked. A further earmarking for the special purpose 
of utilizing this surplus should not work any handicap upon the Fish and Wild- 
life Service and the State administrators of wildlife. 

Those of us who have followed this program from its inception feel that this 
money should serve its original purpose and should be allocated to the States 
in any manner which the Congress feels will be suitable and beneficial. 

Our own feelings, however, are that the authorized appropriation of this money 
over a 5-year period will serve a more useful purpose than under the other 
proposal. 

Thank you for your patience. 


ee 


STATEMENT OF CARL D. SHOEMAKER, CONSERVATION CONSULTANT, NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION, AND GENERAL COUNSEL, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
or GAME, FISH AND CONSERVATION COMMISSIONERS IN CONNECTION WITH BILLS 
REQUIRING THE UsE oF 40 PERCENT oF DUCK STAMP RECEIPTS FOR ACQUISITION 
OF WATERFOWL AREAS (H. R. 37, H. R. 597, H. R. 2142, H. R. 4448, Ann 
H. R. 5140) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the National Wildlife Federa- 
tion is a nonprofit conservation organization consisting of State wildlife federa- 
tions and sportsmen’s leagues in 47 States, the District of Columbia, and Alaska. 
These 49 affiliated State and Territorial organizations, through their member 
clubs and associations, represent a total membership of over 3 million people. 

Other witnesses who have testified with reference to this subject have given 
you sound and constructive arguments in favor of the purposes of the proposed 
amendments to the Duck Stamp Act. With your permission, I would like to 
review very briefly the reasons for the enactment of this act and the philosophy 
back of it. 

In 1929 the Congress enacted what is known as the Norbeck-Andresen Act 
which had for its chief purpose “the acquisition of areas of land and of water 
to furnish in perpetuity reservations (refuges) for the adequate protection of 
such birds (migratory waterfowl) and authorizing appropriations for the estab- 
lishment of such areas for maintenance and improvement.” Appropriations were 
authorized for the first 10 years of $8 million and thereafter $200,000 a year for 
the refuge acquisition program. 

Had Congress made the appropriations which were authorized in the Norbeck- 
Andresen Act up to date, there would have been applied to this program 
$11,200,000. 

It soon became evident that the amount of money authorized would not take 
care of the situation. 

Waterfowl populations were declining. A complete closure of waterfow!] 
shooting was threatened in the early thirties. 

The situation became so grave that the Senate Special Committee on the 
Conservation of Wildlife Resources held a hearing on the waterfowl shortage. 
Out of this hearing grew the proposal for a duck stamp. This was in 1932. 
A bill was introduced but it was not until 1934 that it was enacted. In the 
interim there was overwhelming support for the bill from all parts of the country 
and from all groups interested in waterfowl preservation. Duck hunters were 
willing to tax themselves and earmark the fund for the acquisition of land, 
waters, and the development of these areas for the protection of a great natural 
resource. 

Sportsmen were happy in the belief that waterfowl refuges would be quickly 
acquired and established. : 

The duck stamp bill was introduced originally because congressional appro- 
priations did not follow congressional authorizations under the Norbeck- 
aaa Act and only small amounts were appropriated to carry out its pro- 

Up to the end of fiscal year June 30, 1954, slightly more than $40 million 
had been covered into this fund through the sale of duck stamps purchased by 
= te ae ee — ae 10 percent, and more lately 15 percent, 
Deane 2 af ., uck stamps has been used for paying the Post Office 

y printing and handling of the stamps and for enforcement 


= Se sepeieieas. This amounts to between four and four and a half million 
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About $4 million have been paid to the landowners for the purchase of their 
lands which were to be developed into refuges. The total acreage involved is 
less than 300,000 acres. All of the rest of the money has gone for appraisals, 
purchase surveys, clearance of titles, migratory waterfowl research, and develop- 
ment and maintenance of migratory waterfowl refuges. The development and 
maintenance has taken the largest percentage of the $40 million, approximately 
$24 million. 

While these expenditures are authorized in the Duck Stamp Act and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service has acted fully within the law, it was not contemplated 
by the original proponents of the act and was not believed by the sportsmen 
of America that this fund would be used so generously for the purpose of develop- 
ment and maintenance. 

It was thought that the Congress would supply the necessary funds to develop 
and maintain its own property. The property belongs to the United States 
Government and it seemed reasonable to believe that the Government would main- 
tain it the same as it does military reservations and other lands which it acquires 
from time to time. 

We do know that more lands must be acquired if we are to maintain a 
stabilized or increased waterfowl population on this continent. Money for acqui- 
sition purposes is essential. How can this be obtained? There are three avenues 
of approach: (1) That the duck stamp fund be used more largely in the acquisi- 
tion program. (2) Congress should provide larger appropriations for develop- 
ment and maintenance of the lands for watered areas so acquired. (3) Increase 
the price of the duck stamp to meet all obligations, not only of acquisition but 
development and maintenance as well as enforcement and administration. 

The Bureau of the Budget seems to have an aversion to earmarked funds. 
The duck stamp fund has from its inception been an earmarked fund. There 
should be no objection to earmarking the funds itself for specific purposes such 
as acquisition, development, and enforcement. 

At the present time it would be almost a hopeless task to convince the water- 
fowl gunners that they should pay a larger price for the duck stamp. I am sure 
that these waterfowl gunners, once they are convinced that adequate amounts 
will be used for the acquisition program, will go along with the idea of an increase 
in the price of the duck stamp. 

The waterfowl resource is one in which not only the gunners themselves are 
deeply interested, but a large segment of our people want it preserved for the 
future enjoyment of all citizens. 

Those of us who have been working in this field since the time when the Gov- 
ernment first took waterfowl under its protective wing feel that the time has 
arrived when we must face the situation that we must either give adequate con- 
sideration to the financial needs of the program or see it fade awav within the 
next decade or two. 

I thank you for your patience in listening to this statement. 


Mr. Boyxry. At this time I want to say, and the entire committee 
has suggested this, that a young fellow who has just come in here and 
started taking an interest in this wildlife is Lester Johnson. He seems 
to have done a great job and a lot of work, and we are going to cer- 
tainly consider what he has done, but I do appreciate the wonderful 
work that you and people like Congressman hae Johnson have put 
into this proposition. 

We are going to study his bill. We have not had a chance to do it, 
but he has certainly worked hard at it, and I think the entire committee 
agrees with that. 

Mr. Van Petr. Yes. 

Mr. Roprson. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. Asa matter of fact, it was Congressman Robeson whe 
suggested that I mention that. 

I am going to take this statement with me and read it tonight, Mr. 
Shoemaker. 

Mr. Suormaker. Thank you. 
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Mr. Boyxk1n. We will adjourn now and meet again tomorrow morn- 
ing, if it meets with the wishes of the committee, at 10 o’clock. 

Thank you so much. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 05 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Thursday, May 26, 1955.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 26, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FIsHERTES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 

OF THE COMMITTEE ON MercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, Hon. Frank 
W. Boykin, subcommittee chairman presiding. 

Mr. Boyx1n. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order. At this 
time we would like to hear from Mr. Walsh, director of the Division 
of Cost Analysis of the Post Office Department. Mr. Walsh, give the 
reporter your full name and title, and we will be delighted to hear 
from you. 


STATEMENT OF E. J. WALSH, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF COST 
ANALYSIS, POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Watsu. Yes, sir. My name is Edmund J. Walsh. Iam direc- 
tor of the Division of Cost Analysis of the Bureau of Finance in the 
Post Office Department. 

I am here this morning to answer any questions that the committee 
may have on the subject of the reimbursement for the handling of 
migratory bird stamps in the Postal Service and the costs of the serv- 
ices performed by the Post Office Department in performing that task. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. Mr. Walsh, we are very glad to have you here. 
We are working very hard on this proposition and you know, of course, 
how important it is to many millions of people who are interested in it 
all over this Nation. 

Mr. WatsH. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. We have just noticed that it cost $32,000 per year sev- 
eral years ago and now it is up to $160,000 to print and distribute the 
duck stamps. 

Our general counsel has been making a study of that, and I am going 
to ask him to ask the questions for the committee because I think he 
understands it better than we do, and then we will ask you some ques- 
tions later if he does not develop all of the facts. Does that suit you, 
gentlemen ? 

Mr. Van Petr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Zincke? 

Mr. Zincxe. Mr. Walsh, the charge in 1952 was approximately 
$32,000, is that correct ? 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, that was the reimbursement from the Department 
of the Interior to the Post Office Department. 

Mr. Zincxe. And for the fiscal year 1954 it was $150,000? 
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Mr. Wausu. It was in that area. I think it was about $160,000. 
Mr. ZinEkB. For the fiscal year 1955 it was $169,000, or thereabouts? 
Mr. Watsu. That is the request we are making. 

Mr. Zincxe. Will you be kind enough to explain the reason for the 
increase ? 

Mr. Watsu. Yes. 

In years prior to the fiscal year 1954, the Post Office Department 
had been requesting from the Department of the Interior reimburse- 
ment which covered only the expenses incurred here in Washington 
in the headquarters of the Department in the overall administration of 
our phase of the migratory bird program, the cost of engraving the 
stamps, and some miscellaneous printing was involved in circulating 
instructions for publication in post offices to hunters. That reimburse- 
ment was in a sense the reimbursement only for the expenses incurred 
in the headquarters of the Department. There was no idea that it cov- 
ered the full costs of the Post Office Department in carrying out its 
phase of the program. There was nothing included for the distribu- 
tion of stamps to the field post offices, or the handling of them in post 
offices, the actual sales, or the handling of the funds and the depositing 
of the funds realized from the sales and transferred to the Interior 
Department. 

Since about 2 years ago, I believe it was in July 1953, in line with the 
program of the Postmaster General to reduce the postal deficit as far 
as reasonably possible, the Department has been requesting full re- 
imbursement for the costs that were incurred in performing services 
generally for other Departments and agencies of the Government. 

In line with that policy we opened up negotiations with the De- 
partment of the Interior with the idea of our being reimbursed for 
our field costs, as well as the headquarters departmental costs for the 
program which amounts at the present time to from $160,000 to 
$170,000 on the 1953 and 1954 volume and our cost levels. By agree- 
ment, we requested for the fiscal year 1954 for the first time the full 
reimbursement including the costs incurred in the field in transport- 
ing, distributing, and handling the stamps and the funds relating to 
the program. 

That is a general outline of the situation as we saw it. 

I think probably we should emphasize the distinction here between 
the costs that we incurred in the Post Office Department and the reim- 
bursement that we have requested. 

In our cost ascertainment reports in years prior to 1954 we have 
shown the cost to be in the neighborhood of $150,000 to $160,000, but 
we charged against it only the reimbursement in the neighborhood of 
$30,000 which we received. 

Mr. Mutter. In other words, $30,000 is about your actual outlay for 
engraving the stamps. What else does that include? 

Mr. Watsu. It also includes the salaries of approximately five 
people who are located here in the Bureau of Finance. ; 

Mr. Boyxrn. Are these their salaries for the whole year, or Just 
while they are working on this proposition 4 

Mr. Watsu. Well, sir, they are working on it full time. 

Mr. Boyxtn. The whole year ? 

Mr. Watsu. It is not just the physical work in connection with the 
distribution of the stamps when that is being done. It is the admin- 
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istrative work in connection with the post offices, and in connection 
with instructing any of the post offices in how to handle the business. 

Mr. Minter. Then, Mr. Walsh, the difference between $30,000 and 
$170,000, or $140,000 is the field cost for transporting and the sale of 
these stamps, is that correct ? 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, sir, and that breaks down roughly to $75,000 for 
the transportation, and about $65,000 for the clerical expenses in post 
offices in handling and delivering. 

Mr. Miter. I wonder if you could furnish to the committee, and, 
if not to the committee, furnish to me personally, a statement show- 
ing this breakdown, showing the basis of how that $75,000 transporta- 
tion charge is fixed, how it is arrived at 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, sir, we can do that, and I could give you a brief 
explanation of it now. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, do that. 

Mr. Mixer. I want to get it for the record, and frankly I want it 
in writing. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, it isa very good question. 

Mr. Watsu. The $75,000 relating to the transportation of the mail 
is practically all incurred in handling shipments containing the 
migratory-bird stamps as registered mail. ‘Those are the shipments 
from the Bureau of Engraving and Printing here to the distribution 
points in the field and the distribution of them to all post offices that 
handle the stamps from these central distribution points that we have 
in the field. We distribute them through 15 central post offices. There 
are about 17,000 post offices that handle migratory stamps. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Would you yield for a minute, Mr. Miller ? 

Mr. Mitter. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boryxrn. I think this letter that Mr. Miller has asked for, which 
we want, of course, will give us a comparison on what the 3-cent stamp 
costs to print and distribute. They have to go to all the post offices, 
too, do they not ? 

Mr. Watsn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitier. Yes, that is what I want to get. I want to find out 
where the increment is. All of your stamps are distributed through 
the same system, are they not? These include your normal distribution 
through the post offices ? 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, except that they have to be accounted for sepa- 
rately because they are not postal funds. It is true that they are 
handled along with them. 

Mr. Miter. In accounting for them, though, they are not postal 
funds. Is it much more difficult in accounting for postal-savings funds 
that may come in? They are handled at the registry window at the 
smaller offices, are they not ? 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Miter. One man in line at a small post office may want to make 
a deposit in postal savings, the next man in line may want to buy a 
registered letter stamp, the next man in line may want to buy a post- 
office money order, and the next fellow in line comes up to buy a duck 
stamp. 

Mr. Watsu. That is correct. 

Mr. Mruer. I just want to make sure that we are not charging more 
for handling a duck stamp than we are for handling the other service. 
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Mr. Wats. We will try to cover that in our statement, Congress- 
man Miller. 

Mr. Roseson. Will you yield, Mr. Miller? 

Mr. Mitter. Yes. 

Mr. Rogerson. I would like to inquire, Do you keep separate costs 
as to the commemorative sets of stamps that keep showing up, special 
stamps for the commemoration of something ? 

Mr. Watsu. We do not, except for the cost in our philatelic agency 
here, but some of the very largest post offices do have windows that are 
open at least part of the time and devoted to philatelic sales. 

Mr. Rosrson. That is what I wondered, as to how expensive that 
was. 

Mr. Watsu. I doubt that we would be able to furnish that on a unit 
basis. I think we could give you something on the philatelic agency 
here. 

Mr. Rosrson. At least we can find out what the cost charged to this 
duck stamp is; can we not ? 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, sir; I believe I can give you a few facts on that 
now. 

Mr. Mituier. If you will yield, Mr. Robeson, it has just been brought 
out that the cost of engraving these stamps, and the cost of the admin- 
istrative handling of them by 5 people is about $30,000 a year. 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mier. And the present charge to them is $170,000 a year. 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Miuuer. We asked about what happened to that other $140,000 
a year. We have allocated $75,000 to this transportation cost which 
we have just covered. 

Mr. Wansu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitier. What is the next big item? We still have $65,000 to 
account for. 

Mr. Watsu. That is for the costs involved in the handling, storage, 
selling and accounting for the stamps and the funds at the 17,000 post 
offices where they are handled. 

Mr. Mituer. That is miscellaneous expense ? 

Mr. Watsu. It is clerical expense. 

Mr. Mixter. Will you cover all of that thoroughly for us in your 
statement ? 

Mr. Wats. That $65,000, I might point out, is something around 
$3.60 per year per office that handles them on the average, which is 
about 30 cents a month for handling them. 

Mr. Mitter. Of course, you see, I am concerned, as we all are, with 
the postal deficit. 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitter. We do not want to do anything to increase it. 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitier. While we are against the deficit, which is in excess of 
half a billion dollars, we go out and we try to recover $140,000 which 
is a minuscule amount, very small compared to the total, yet that 
$140,000 in the field of game conservation and preservation is a big 
item because of the limited amount of money they get. I just want to 
justify those expenses, and I want you to justify them. 

Mr. Watsu. Well, sir, we feel that we should try to keep the deficit 
as low as possible. Last year, in 1954, it was $399 million. 
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Mr. Mizier. We are not going to get into an argument on the postal 
deficit, but you are not trying to tell me that because you have reduced 
your bookkeeping deficit from half a billion dollars to $399 million that 
John Taxpayer has saved 1 cent as a taxpayer which is reflected in the 
savings to the taxpayer. Have you not just gone out and done a lot 
of bookkeeping? I do not subscribe to the fact that it should all be 
thrown onto the Post Office, but correspondingly you have reduced 
the deficit by going to other agencies of the Government and getting 
this money from them. We do not charge the subsidy of the airlines 
against the Post Office, do we? 

Mr. Wats. No, sir. 

Mr. Mruier. But we subsidize the airlines in order to keep them fly- 
ing, and one of the reasons we do it is in the interests of national 
defense and for the Post Office Department. So, we take that money 
out of another pocket, but it is the same thing in the long run. The 
Post Office Department says now that they are running a deficit of 
$399 million as against $500 million. 

Mr. Watsu. That is correct, sir. In this item which you mentioned, 
the taxpayer is not relieved of that. 

Mr. Mitre. He is not relieved ? 

Mr. Wats. He is only relieved where we have been able to make 
actual savings, or in some cases where we have been able to get ade- 
quate rates from the public to pay for the services rendered by us. 

Mr. Miter. I will not go into that at this time. 

Mr. Watsn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Boykin. With reference to Congressman Miller’s question there 
we want you to be sure that you put this information in this letter 
which you are going to give us. Also give us a comparison of what 
it costs to store other stamps, say 1l-cent stamps, 3-cent stamps, and 
other similar stamps, and duck stamps. Let us see how this thing is 
going, because we have to look out for these boys who pay $2 for a duck 
stamp. I paid $2 for one last year, and I did not get to go hunting. 

Mr. Mriuer. Not once? 

Mr. Boykin. No, not once. 

Mr. Zrincxe. Mr. Walsh, we are talking about some 214 million 
stamps, is that correct ? 

Mr. Watsu. That is correct. It has been about 2,300,000 annually. 

Mr. Zrncxkez. If my mathematics are correct, the cost per stamp, the 
reimbursement to the Post Office per stamp is somewhat over 61% cents 
per stamp ? 

Mr. Watsu. That is correct; that is about right. 

Mr. Zincxe. And the expense for printing the stamps and the han- 
dling the administrative end of it in Washington is a little over 1 cent 
per stamp ? 

Mr. Wats. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Zrncxe. It costs 3 cents per stamp to get them from Washing- 
ton to a post office ? 

Mr. Watsn. In the transportation feature that is right. 

Mr. Zrncxe. And it costs somewhat more than 2 cents per stamp in 
the post offices? 

Mr. Wats. Yes, sir, about 234 cents. That relates to all of the 
costs of handling and storing and accounting for the stamps, as well 
as the actual sale of them. 

Mr. CeperserG. What is that total cost per stamp ? 
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Mr. Zincxe. A little over 614 cents. 

Mr. Ceperserc. That is the total cost per stamp ? 

Mr. Zincke. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ceperserc. That is only about 3 percent of the cost of the stamp, 
is it not? You spend $2 for a duck stamp, and 3 percent of that $2 
goes into the actual printing of the stamp, mailing the stamp, and get- 
ting it to the post office and selling it to you. That is pretty efficient 
business I think, a cost of 3 percent for that. I do not think you 
could do it for much less than that. Even if you reduced it by 1 per- 
cent it would still be about 4 cents. 

Mr. Muter. I agree with you that it is not excessive. On the other 
hand, if we can save a few more dollars for this program I am for 
doing it. 

Mr. Creprerserc. Yes, I am for that; but I still think that it is good 
business to keep your money in the right account. I think that is what 
the Post. Office Department is doing. I think that far too long the 
Post Office Department has been covering up for other Departments in 
its deficit. 

Mr. Miter. I am not against the Post Office Department making 
these proper charges. 

Mr. Crpversera. No. 

Mr. Mutter. I say this, that we are getting down to the point now 
where after you have taken that cost from other Government agencies 
you are going to get down to the point where you are going to point 
out where this $399 million deficit comes from. Over half of it come 
from second-class mail. Now, pretty soon we are going to be in a posi- 
tion to be able to say are you going to subsidize the users of second- 
class mail? While we are getting back to earth on this proposition we 
may as well write a check for about $17 million for those firms who 
use second-class mail. While we are doing that I am going to fight 
like blazes to keep $40,000 for the duck stamps. I think the ducks 
are just as well entitled to that subsidy as a few magazines. 

Mr. Crepersera. Yes, I think you are correct in that. 

Mr. Miter. Even if it is only 3 percent we have magazines, big 
magazines, and newspapers which receive these subsidies, and we 
should save what we can for this purpose. 

Mr. CreperserG. The fact that we have taken airmail subsidies out 
of the Post Office has focused our attention on them more than ever in 
the past, and as a result of that we have reduced them. 

Mr. Mirtrr. I am for it, but while we are subsidizing something 
else let us keep this in mind. 

Mr. Wansu. In connection with the 3 cents per unit of transpor- 
tation cost that you refer to, this is caused by the expensive registra- 
tion service and the handlings that we have because in handling regis- 
tered mail, it has to be receipted for each time it is transferred, and 
records must be kept of it. 

I have been advised that there is prospect that a change in procedure 
that has been under discussion between the Department of the Interior 
officials and the Post Office Department officials will quite probably 
reduce our cost materially there, because the agreement that has about 
been reached is to eliminate the registered handling on envelopes con- 
taining migratory bird stamps, which have a lesser value, and any- 
thing that has a value of less than $560 per individual package, I be- 
lieve, will be handled as ordinary mail. 
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Now, the great bulk of the packages and the registered articles that 
contain migratory bird stamps would fall in that lower value category 
and a material reduction of cost could be anticipated from that, and I 
have been advised that there is an agreement on both sides that change 
in procedure would be advisable. 

Mr. Boyxtn..Mr. Robeson, do you have any further questions? 

Mr. Ropeson. No, Mr. Chairman, I have nothing further. 

Mr. Boykin. Do you have any more questions, Mr. Miller ? 

Mr. Miter. No. 

Mr. Boyxin. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. Yesterday, Mr. Walsh, I asked the chairman and 
Mr. Zincke to explore what it might cost to put up a duck stamp so 
that a county clerk or a hardware dealer or a sport goods dealer could 
get a refund on the stamps that he did not sell. The county clerk 
handles stamps with his own money, and the county does not appropri- 
ate anything, and at the end of the season if he carries a stamp over he 
is responsible for it out of his own funds, and he is doing it as a cour- 
tesy for the sportsmen. Has your Department ever considered that 
subject of a refund ? 

Mr. Watsu. It is likely that there has been some discussion of 
that. I believe it has been on an informal basis up to now. 

It is my impression that, other things being equal, it would tend to 
increase our costs some because probably there would be a greater 
need for the stamps. We might have to increase our printing some, 
or the supply, and then there would be some cost involved, I think, 
in the administrative work connected with the redemptions of stamps 
which is not a factor in our cost at the present time. I doubt if the 
cost itself would be very great in comparison to our present cost, 
but I have the feeling that it would be somewhat higher. 

Mr. Van Petr. Would you have an opinion now as to whether you 
iim we should exhaust that a little further? Would that be prac- 
tical ? 

Mr. Watsn. I do not think that my opinion would be very helpful 
on that subject. It is entirely an administrative matter. I would 
think it would depend on the kind of service that we would be able 
to give to duck hunters under that arrangement as compared with 
what we are able to give them at the present time. Maybe the cost 
of supplying it probably would not matter much. 

Mr. Van Petr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask whether or 
not the Post Office Department has indicated whether they would be 
agreeable to an amendment which would provide for refunds on 
stamps that were originally bought for resale to accommodate hunters, 
but which were not sold ? 

Mr. Watsu. I am not able to speak on that point with any author- 
ity, Mr. Thompson. We will try to get an answer to that question 
which we will give to you. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, put that in your letter to Mr. Miller. 

Mr. THompson. That was the important point I believe mentioned 
yesterday, that we should have an opinion in connection with that 
proposed legislation from the Post Office Department. 
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Mr. Borxrn. That is correct. Mr. Van Pelt asked those questions 
on that particular matter. You will please include that in the request 
made by Congressman Miller, and include the answer in the same 
letter. If you can think of any other information we should have I 
wish you would include it in your letter also. 

Now, are there any further questions? Thank you very much, Mr. 
Walsh. You certainly have cooperated with us. Please get this 
information which we have requested to us as fast as you possibly 
can. 

(The information is as follows :) 


Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
ASSISTANT POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., June 2, 1955. 
Mr. BERNARD J. ZINCKE, 
House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR MR. ZINCKE: I am attaching a copy of the additional statement on costs 
of handling migratory bird stamps and comparable postal activities, which was 
requested by the subcommittee at the hearing last week. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. J. WALSH, 
Director, Division of Cost Analysis. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENT REGARDING THE Costs OF HANDLING AND DISTRIBUTING 
MIGRATORY Brirp STAMPS 


The following table summarizes the costs to the Post Office Department for 
handling and distributing migratory bird stamps for the fiscal year 1954: 














Average cost per unit 
Amount Per doll 
er dollar 
Per stamp value 
Departmental expenses: Manufacture, administrative salaries, Cents Cents 
and miscellaneous printing—Total departmental expenses. -- $30, 100 | 1. 33 
Field service expenses: iF weak dl 1h. 
Handling, selling, storage, accounting for stamps and 
funds, and depositing proceeds_-_.....................-... 64, 800 2. 85 1,43 
Transportation of stamps and funds by registered mail-_-__- 73, 000 3. 21 1.60 
Total, fleld service expenses... ..............-.----..-.-- 137, 800 | 6.06 3.03 
Tete enpenee.. f... ss 8 ie | 167, 900 7.39 | 3. 69 





About 5 million migratory bird stamps (obtained from the Bureau of Engrav- 
ing and Printing at an approximate cost of $2.10 per thousand) are distributed 
to 15 regional distributing offices during June, for issuance to selling post offices 
on a fixed-credit basis. During the fiscal year 1954 approximately 2,271,000 
stamps were sold at about 17,000 post offices. 

Unsold migratory bird stamps remaining on hand in post offices after the close 
of the hunting seasons are returned to the regional distributing offices for check- 
ing and crediting to the postmasters to whom they were issued. These are then 
returned to the Philatelic Agency for destruction, with the exception of a small 
reserve held for sale to collectors. 

Beginning with the fiscal year 1956, some reduction in the costs of transporta- 
tion of migratory bird stamps may be anticipated due to a change in procedures 
which is under consideration. This proposed change will require that only the 
more valuable shipments be handled as registered mail and permit shipments 
valued at $560 or less to be handled as ordinary mail. 

There is shown below cost information for other selected operations which 
involve cost factors that are to some degree comparable with the cost factors 
for migratory bird stamps: 

1. The costs allocated to the handling, selling, storage, and accounting for 
stamps, stamped paper, and funds received from postage sales generally for the 
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fiscal year 1954 amounted to approximately $59,900,000. This amounted to about 
2.9 cents per dollar of related postage revenue. 

2. The average time required to complete a sale of postage stamps at a post- 
office window is about 20 seconds. At present salary rates this represents an 
average cost of about 1.28 cents per transaction. These figures include direct 
selling expenses only and do not include the costs of requisitioning, storing, or 
supplying stamps or any recordkeeping involved in accounting for stamps or 
postage funds. 

3. The sales of the Philatelic Agency in the Bureau of Finance of the Post 
Office Department for the fiscal year 1954 amounted to $1,800,000. The salary 
costs of operating the Agency amounted to $166,500 for the year. On this basis 
the personnel costs of operating the Agency averaged 9.2 cents per dollar of sales. 

Mr. Watsu. Yes, sir. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Borxrn. Thank you, sir. 

I believe the next witness is Mr. John L. Farley, Director of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. We would like to hear from you, Mr. 
Farley. By the way, that is a mighty good name. We all know Old 
Jim. Are you any kin to him? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. FARLEY, DIRECTOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY J. CLARK SALYER, CHIEF, BRANCH 
OF GAME REFUGES 


Mr. Fartey. I cannot claim any relationship to him, but I have a 
great deal of admiration for the remarkable abilities he has. 

Mr. Boykin. He is a great man, in my book. 

Mr. Farutey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
John L. Farley, Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department has by letter communicated with the 
chairman of the committee the position taken by it on these various 
bills. I shall be glad to report on those if you wish, or I could, per- 
haps, render better service, as long as that is filed with the committee, 
by having the members of the staff as well as myself answer any ques- 
tions you have pertaining to them. I shall be very glad to do what 
the chairman wishes in that respect. 

Mr. Boyxtn. Go right ahead and tell us all you can about them, 
and the members will ask any questions which occur to them, and 
you may answer any questions you can, and if there are any that you 
cannot answer, the members of your staff may answer. You may 
proceed. 

Mr. Farry. Yes, sir. 

In very general terms, the Department is opposed to any change in 
the Federal aid program which would remove the matching principle 
which was incorporated in the original measures. 

The Department would like very much anything which might, in 
the Pittman-Robertson bill, make it parallel with the provisions for 
management that exist in the Dingell-Johnson bill. In other words, 
it is possible to manage areas for fish with different types of facilities, 
whereas under the Dingell-Johnson bill that is not possible. So, we 
have two separate projects where these projects might well be con- 
solidated. 

The Department is in favor of the distribution of this accumulation 
of Pittman-Robertson funds on a little different basis than some of 
the measures have suggested, and recommends that it be substituted 
for the annual collections for 1 year and then provide a continuing 
revolving fund. 
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That covers very briefly, sir, the position taken by the Department 
on this group of bills which would affect the Federal-aid program. 

In regard to the earmarking of duck-stamp funds for the purchase 
of lands, the Department has, briefly, taken the position that it is 
better management not to have specific earmarked fixed amounts for 
a definite objective. However, the Department recognizes the need 
of a greatly increased tempo in the purchase of lands for migratory 
waterfowl. Our preference would be to leave the actual amounts 
to administrative decision, depending upon prices which vary from 
year to year and other circumstances of that kind, and the Depart- 
ment over the years has found that the ability to use these funds, that 
the direct use of these funds has enabled the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and its predecessor agency, the Biological Survey, to continue the 
development and to initiate the development of lands which were 
acquired by other means which would have been idle for a great many 
years had this money not been available for the development of those 
refuges, 

So, it is felt that the program of migratory refuge development 
is greatly accelerated by this program, and for those very general 
reasons the Department recommends adversely to specific amounts 
being earmarked for the purchase of lands. Again we would like 
to emphasize the urgency of increasing the program of purchase and 
development to meet the needs of our migratory waterfowl. 

We made a study of that last year in order to try to assess some 
time element in which this program might be consummated, some 
rate of accomplishment that might see an end to our land program, 
and to get it down onto a realistic basis we computed it on a 25-year 
basis, which I must admit is not too realistic because so many things 
can happen in the meantime, but even on that long period of time 
it would require annual moneys amounting to pretty close to $10 
million a year for the Federal Government to round out what we 
have thought would be a proper Federal program, which is in addi- 
tion to what the States will need to do. If we have a complete pro- 
gram that would contemplate something on the order of $6 million 
annually for the purchase of refuges, and would require an item of 
somewhere around $3 million for the development and operation of 
the refuges. Then, just so the committee may get a picture of what 
this would ultimately mean if we finally acquire the lands as contem- 
plated at the end of that period we w ould need about $6 million annual 
revenue to operate and maintain the refuges which have been acquired. 

That is a picture of the need for the migratory waterfowl program, 
as far as the Federal Government is concerned. 

In addition to that the States will need to acquire a greater area 
if we have a completely coordinated and balanced program. 

Mr. Boykin. Congressman Thompson ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Farley, I would like to develop the point a 
little further about the Department’s position on the earmarking of 
funds, the duck-stamp funds, for instance, for the purpose of acquir- 
ing new lands. It is your position that the Holifield fund is not ap- 
parently an adequate amount to acquire lands, so you have no quarrel 
with the thought behind the earmarking of funds, but you feel, as the 
Bureau of the Budget feels, that the earmarking of Federal funds is 
not good policy ¢ 

Mr. Fartry. That is correct. 
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Mr. THomeson. And if the report of this committee should show 
that it was the sense and position of the committee that the amount be 
determined administratively by the Department to be used for the ac- 
quisition of land, more or less in keeping with the amount of duck- 
stamp sales, do you think that policy would be followed if it were 
indicated in the report that that was the recommendation of the 
committee ? 

Mr. Fartey. I am sure the Department would consider very seri- 
ously the recommendation of the committee and if that would result 
in the increase of funds for the purchase of land, it would be very 
beneficial to our program. 

Mr. THomeson. Of course, it might not result in the increase in 
funds in the overall budget, but the budget notwithstanding, if that 
recommendation were made in the report, it would be the inclination 
of the Department to spend the duck-stamp funds for the acquisition 
of lands? 

Mr. Fartey. I would think so, without committing the Department 
in advance. It would automatically create another problem of how 
are we going to operate the existing refuges and develop those that 
come in and without other additional money. We would be forced to 
curtail, from the operating program, and perhaps not get full use 
of some of the refuges that we are now working with. 

Mr. Tuomrpson. That was the point, Mr. Chairman; I think that in 
all of these programs that might have income from special sources, 
that so far as earmarking of funds is concerned, that is not good policy, 
frankly, and I am inclined to agree with it; and yet by direction of 
some sort, it seems we should be able to have direction of these funds 
where we would have the assurance that, administratively, they would 
recognize the feelings of this committee that the fund derived from 
duck-stamp sales should be set up on a proportional basis for the pur- 
chase of lands and for maintenance and development of other refuges. 

Mr. Boykin. Congressman Thompson, I think we ought to go over 
that perhaps in an executive session; I think we should go into that 
very thoroughly, give plenty of time to it and have such provision 
made as would carry that out by law, because I am sure that every 
member of this committee and the Congress wants to do the right 
thing. I think we can determine there whether there should be some 
provision made for earmarking them. 

Mr. THomrson. I think it can be covered in the executive session. 

Mr. Borxtn. Yes. 

Mr. Tuompson. The question of earmarking, I think, raises some 
question. 

Mr. Borxtn. I do not think that offers any obstacle. I simply 
want to make the comment that we propose to make laws and make 
them just as simple and just as we know how, and one of the difficul- 
ties is that, after we appropriate all of this money, and we undertake 
to do all these things, we do not make any provision for requiring the 
Department to come back and tell us what they do with the funds. 

Now, if they did that in my business, and I operate a pretty big busi- 
ness, if my foremen did not come back and tell me what they use the 
money that is appropriated to them for certain things, I would not 
know what they were doing, or what we were doing. 

I call on them for a weekly report, as to what they are doing, show- 
ing just what was done with the funds. 
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And I get them to show me what it costs to do certain things. If 
I did not do that, I would be broke. é Patt 

We simply want to try to put some business type of operation into 
this thing, where it will do the most good; and we want advice and 
help. And I do think that we ought to mark it very definitely and say 
right now what they are to do. 1K ; 

Mr. Tompson. Well, that would depend upon the administrative 
determination, because you take the case of the gasoline taxes, collected . 
by the Federal Government, those funds go back to the States under 
some formula that has been worked out. Yet, they do not go back 
fully; a certain percent goes into the Treasury of the gasoline taxes 
collected, and is placed to the credit of the general fund, under a for- 
mula as to how much goes back into the Treasury. I am wondering 
why this would not be the same thing. 

Mr. Boykin. Well, we make the laws, Congressman Thompson, to 
tell the administration what it is to do to carry out the laws and I think 
we ought to try to do it all at one time. 

Mr. THompson. This perhaps may be a little different. 

Mr. Boykin. What do you think about it, Congressman Miller ? 

Mr. Mirter. I think we should bear in mind that conditions are dif- 
ferent in the different States. This is a very involved program and 
conditions are not alike in all of the States. 

Mr. Boyxtn. I think we can cover that; that ought not to be left 
necessarily to a report. 

Mr. Mituer. I understand; but the conditions are not the same in 
the different States, not universally the same throughout the coun- 
try. A formula that may be a good formula for one part of the coun- 
try cannot be applied in the same manner in other States of the coun- 
try. Yet this money has to go back to the States on the basis from 
which it comes, and we have, in the light of that tradition, a situation 
that is very different in different States. 

You can go along in Virginia, Maryland, and Alabama and certain 
parts of the country you can find a lot of marshland that can be de- 
veloped for refuges and for public shooting grounds. But when you 
get out into the ~ west, the picture changes immediately, does it not, 
Colonel Farley ? 

Mr. Fartry. Yes. 

Mr. Miter. For instance, we have long wanted public shooting 
grounds in the central part of California. We can acquire the lands 
and have acquired the lands, but to acquire the water to go along with 
the land, that is a thing that is impossible. If we tried to tie up 
valuable water rights attached to the land and used for irrigation 
purposes to flood what was once the natural marshlands, we would 
get into a great hassle. The farmers out there would say that you 
cannot take water for something that is nonessential. Is that not true, 
Mr. Farley? 

Mr. Farry. There has been a court determination that even taking 
water and using it for migratory waterfowl is not a beneficial use. 

Mr. Mixxer. That is not of beneficial use. Now that comes in under 
this reclamation area. So that the problem changes. And I wonder 
whether we could say positively that you must spend so much of 
this for certain purposes, or whether we could not write into a report 
a very strong directive as to what is to be done. When you get a bill, 
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particularly a money bill, which contains a strong directive, do you 
not ordinarily carry out, as far as you can, the thinking that is written 
into that report, Colonel ? 

Mr. Fartey. Weso consider it. 

Mr. Miter. Each Department does that ? 

Mr. Farry. Yes. 

Mr. Borx1n. That is what we want to do. 

Mr. Miter. Now, if you have this strong report and then Congress 
says to the Department, that you have got to come back here next year 
and tell us what you have done with the funds—— 

Mr. Borxn. Yes. 

Mr. Mitxer. That is what we do inthe Armed Forces. 

Mr. Tuompson. That would fit in with my inclination. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. 

Mr. Tuomeson. It does not look like we could come in with a law that 
is not flexible. 

Mr. Miruer. Mr. Chairman, I have the utmost confidence in the men 
who are running this Department; I know them. I have worked with 
them, some of them. But you do have this problem, and let me point 
this out to you, and perhaps this might be something that the men 
would hesitate to talk about on the record 

Mr. Boyx1n. Allow me to interrupt and say that I have confidence 
in these men too. I have confidence in the committee, and I believe 
that we ought to have this developed in executive session, and I also 
believe that we ought to make it just as strong as we can, not because 
we do not have confidence in them, but because we also have confidence 
in those who are on this committee and in the Congress, and we ought 
to try to put it down where we can see what is going to be done, and the 
things that are going to cost money ; and if it is found that they cannot 
put water out there, then you have got to make some provision under 
which at least, they will not do it. 

Mr. Miter. We have to have something for their protection, too. 

Mr. Borxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Mitter. As well as for ourselves. 

Mr. Borxrn. Yes. 

_ Mr. Mitier. When we are talking about the provisions in the legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Mitter. The fellow who is unattached, the little fellow who 
cannot belong to a duck club, thinks of the public shooting grounds, 
in terms of the most exclusive gun club. 

Mr. Borxtn. Well, let me say this 

Mr. Miter. We tried to make this program work in California, 
and we spent a lot of money on it. Colonel Farley was one of my 
predecessors out there. We found that the pressure on a particular 
piece of land would be so great that if you recorded the people who 
came down there to shoot it would mean a man could hunt about 
1 day every 3 years. 

I point these things out, and I think they can be covered in executive 
session, but I think we could work out some kind of a formula, some 
program; on the other hand, we have to require a very specific report 
of what is being done. 

Mr. Borxrn. Yes. Do you have any questions, Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. Yes. 

















136 DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS 


Mr. Farley, I am wondering whether any of this duck stamp money 
goes into the survey or rehabilitation of some of our natural water 
grounds, and to make it specific, I am thinking of the waterways, in 
the Fox River area, up in Wisconsin, where, over a period of years, 
we have been losing the bogs; we have been losing the natural beds for 
wildlife and so forth. 

You spoke of the public shooting grounds which are fine, but these 
are concentrated, as Mr. Miller pointed out, but here is a vast acreage 
of water which constitutes the natural feeding grounds of wildlife. 

Mr. Farury. Yes. 

Mr. Van Petr. With the natural refuge, with the waters and the 
marshes, for example, where you have the flyaway of birds going back 
and forth. Both of these equipments are available for the hunters 
who come out there on occasion. I am wondering if money is pin- 
pointed out of these funds for an item like that, and if so, how will the 
States or local sporting clubs go about bringing it to your attention ? 

Mr. Fartry. The Federal Government in general is trying to keep 
the major refuge management, migratory water fowl area, under man- 
agement, and in connection with the Mississippi development, for in- 
stance, there are many miles of projects scattered along the Mississippi 
River which fit in with the Corps of Engineers projects; some of those 
are managed by the adjoining States under agreements with the 
Federal Government. 

The States are able, frequently, to handle the smaller areas much 
more efficiently than the Federal service, and through the use of the 
Dingell-Johnson money, the Federal aid money, they develop manage- 
ment projects and public shooting grounds; and some of that is done 
in very direct coordination and cooperation with our Service; in large 
State areas, now, right alongside the Federal areas, that makes an 
overall complete and balanced project. 

I do not know whether I have answered the question; and on the 
Fox River, I am not sure that I can speak to that. Do you know if 
we have a report on the Fox River, or do we have any studies on that, 
Mr. Salyer? 

Mr. Salyer is Chief of the Branch of Game Refuges and is familiar 
with this. 

Mr. Satyrer. Congressman, with respect to the needs and with re- 
gard to some of our Federal lands, of course, we cannot put all of 
our lands into public hands. There still has to be a great volume of 
private lands, which have got to be maintained efficiently. We are 
just about ready to enter that phase of it, which is a part of our prob- 
lem there. And there is still another field area, Federal area, in there, 
more a wildlife management area, and these are problems that we 
have been looking at over the years. But so far, the land prices and 
the lack of money has scared us off. 

The State has its main waterfowl resource laboratory in a portion 
of Horicon Marshes which is just adjacent to our project, and they 
have a very fine setup and they are branching out into the field that 
you have just outlined. 

We also have a number of biologists who have some time to spend 
on this type of work, and our refuge managers are always available 
at some time, and are working, and doing consulting work with the 
various groups, and if there is any specific gun club that you have in 
mind, that wants the advice concerning management in his own home 
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waters, or even if he wants a supply of food and we have got an 
abundance of those on some of the areas, we are ready to step in and 
help them out. They will even go out and help them work up plans, 
such as biological plans. 

We are doig that also more and more on the military reservations 
which present us with prospects of wildlife conservation. But it is 
unfortunate that the remaining few acres of overall wet lands, less 
than 30 million acres, that they can’t receive some consideration. 

Mr. Van Petr. Well, one of the reasons I mentioned that is the fact 
that the Corps of Engineers, responsible to the Federal Government, 
is gradually retrenching their responsibility, or what was at one time 
their responsibility, over these waterways, and another example of 
that is on the upper Fox where 3 years ago they took off the lock 
tenders and the lock has been made semipermanent, and we have the 
bodies of waters that were backed up over a period of from 75 to 
80 years; so that actually—and we assume now, to be natural ponds, 
and either the State, at least some agency, as I see it, has got to assume 
responsibility for it. It is purely a recreational area. The commer- 
cial aspect is negligible, in most instances. The area I speak of is 
not commercial. 

Mr. Saryer. The Fox River is a very rich biological area, and is 
not due primarily to the fact that we have had a lock in that area, 
but because there was the right amount of circulation. There is some 
feeling that there will be deterioration from the circulation, so the 
fixed lock is not the answer. There is fear that the ponds would fill 
in as a result of peat vegetation, and unfortunately your best duck 
food plants cannot compete with vegetation like cattails and other 
varieties. 

Now, when this happened the Service tried to find some way by 
which we could get hold of that area on a management basis with the 
State, but we find that the Army has regulatory rights there, but no 
land rights; that is, the physical area where the locks are located 
are Army controlled but the impounded areas are not. The program 
is one that has to be met, but it means a lot of water and other man- 
agement problems have to be solved first. 

Mr. Van Petr. Would it be safe to assume then, when in talking 
with groups up there, as I do occasionally, I would not have to hesi- 
tate to have them contact your Department for information pertain- 
ing to it ? 

Mr. Satyer. We would like to help them in every way we could. 

Mr. Van Petr. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Van Pelt, just one question. You talk about the 
land prices being so high. 

Mr. Sayer. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. What do they get per acre up there? 

Mr. Satyer. In Wisconsin, in that portion there, up until just re- 
cently, when the muskrat depreciated in value, the best marshlands 
were even higher than the best agricultural lands, and ran all the way 
from $200 up to $600. 

Today over the country generally, the marshland is equal to or 
worth more than the agricultural land. That is the problem we are 
facing. They have had their crops from the muskrats. They have 
had dollars from fishing tours; they even sold cattails during the war 
there and received a good profit. It was sold as a substitute for kapok. 
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Mr. Boykin. For what? 

Mr. Satyer. Kapok. The water buoyant material. And from that 
area we get more duck food than from any other place in the coun- 
try. They supply nurseries that are located along the Fox River, 
and they supply wild rice and other valuable duck food to practically 
the whole country, so they do pretty well with those marshes. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Mitter. Who buys that duck food ? 

Mr. Satyer. Well, it goes to private clubs and sometimes to sports- 
men groups. Some of them come together and allot so much money 
out of their annual budget for duck food, and more and more it is being 
supplied to organized duck clubs. 

Mr. Miter. In other words, it all lies in the plan, the artificial 
plans. What you call natural duck food is some sort of a grain that 
you can sow without violating the law, as some of these ducks clubs do, 
while another department, the Fish and Wildlife Service, would object 
if you were to sow a feed grain such as barley ? 

Mr. Satyer. Not exactly. If you leave that barley in its natural 
state, it is all right. But if you take it out and dump it, say 100 yards 
from a blind, and thereby constituting more or less a waterfowl trap, 
then another part of the Government would be interested in what you 
have done. But you can use that that is produced naturally. 

Mr. Miter. I think one of the things that this committee has got to 
do is to take a good look at some of these things, which might be con- 
sidered, to some extent, the relaxing of regulations. 

Mr. Boyxrn. In doing what ? 

Mr. Muuter. In relaxing regulations which I think are pretty 
rigid. They have occasionally been relaxed and have not defeated 
the duck program. 

Mr. Boyxrn. For instance, what would you suggest ? 

Mr. Mituer. Well, that is a long story, Congressman Boykin. I 
think there are places where you could relax. I am talking now, think- 
ing about the interpretation or determination of feed to attract ducks 
for gun groups. In some places, it may give you a new outlet for 
birds, but if you do this feeding, you immediately are put in the class 
of those under suspicion ; that is, where the fellow may plant this grain 
as duck food, provided he does not do it where he will shoot. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. 

(Off the record discussion. ) 

Mr. Miter. Now, back on the record, getting away from that ques- 
tion, I want to ask Colonel Farley a question about this apportionment 
matter. 

Mr. Fartey. Mr. Chairman, may I volunteer that, as far as account- 
ing for the duck-stamp funds are concerned, we have quite complete 
records of the expenditures for this purpose which we would be glad 
to furnish the committee an up-to-date report on. 

And I would also like to say that I feel very keenly that the atten- 
tion that has been focused on the use of these ake over the past year 
or two has been very beneficial; it is stirring up the thinking and pro- 
vokes, at times, criticism of the work which, in the long run, I think 
will be productive of an enlarged program on this migratory water- 
fow] refuge and public shooting ground projects. 

So this has been welcomed by our Service, and we are glad to have 
this discussion, and to get the thinking of the committee members, and 
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we in the Service also feel that the added attention that the committee 
has given to the work is very helpful. 

r. Borxrn. Yes. And may I say that I have talked this matter 
over with several of the Members, and especially with Congressman 
Miller of California, and I think what we ought to do, gentlemen, is 
to really see what can be done, and then let us get a report from them. 
We often put somebody on a job, and when they do the job, why we 
never hear from the people; and they get to the point where there is 
no interest, quite naturally, and I think we ought to have a full report 
at least twice a year—every 6 months—including any suggested 
changes in the law, or indicating what should be done; but let them 
come back and tell us what they are doing and give us a report. I 
think that should be done. This is a big program, this whioks wild- 
life program. How many sportsmen do we have in the United States ? 

Mr. Fartey. Mr. Rutherford, do you have those figures available? 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. Last year there were about 14 million hunting 
license holders in the United States. 

Mr. Boyx1n. Fourteen million ? 

Mr. Rurnuerrorp. Yes, in the United States; and 18 million angler 
licenses. 

Mr. Boykin. Fourteen million and eighteen million. 

Mr. Miter. So you could say about 20 million in all? 

Mr. Rutruerrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Mitixr. Because some of them hold both. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes; many people would hold both. As a matter of 
fact, most of the hunters are fishermen too. And in addition, they are 
now taking their wives, their daughters, and their sweethearts. This 
is getting to be a great thing. 

r. Mier. Yes. 

Mr. Boyx1n. And we want to give them more protection and help 
in every way wecan. I am very proud of what this committee is doing, 
and of the committee we have here, and we want to give you all the 
help we can in every way we know how, Colonel Farley. 

Mr. Fartry. Thank you. 

Mr. Miter. I believe that this committee would be interested in the 
wildlife history as a resource—the natural wildlife resources of this 
country which we are fast losing. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Mriter. And I think we would serve the purpose of the wildlife 
program very well, and I think Colonel Farley will agree that instead 
of laying down hard and fast inflexible pieces of legislation, that it 
would be better, in a strongly worded report, to give information and 
recommendations of this committee and the Congress, and ask that 
there be the closest contact and liaison between the committee and the 
Department. 

Mr. Boykin. We have got to do that eventually. 

I wonder, Colonel Farley, if you think this would be a good ques- 
tion, and do not answer it unless you want to, but have you kept up 
a the bills that have been introduced by the different Congress- 
men ? 

Mr. Fartry. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. I wonder, Colonel Farley, if you would mind telling 
this committee what particular bill appeals to you most? I know there 
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will not be any hard feelings on the part of any members of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Miter. I wonder if he would want to do that off the record ? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes; but we do want to get all the information we 
can and frankly, in order to get the information, we have got to get as 
much information as we can, and I am not at all sure that the ques- 
tions I am going to ask, he would not want to answer on the record, 
and I certainly do not want to ask any question that would be embar- 
rassing, but I would like to keep as much on the record as we can. 

What do you think about that, gentlemen ? 

Congressman Cederberg, what would be your thought ? 

Mr. Cxpersera. I think the colonel should have the privilege of 
going off the record whenever he wants to. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes. But we have got to decide upon a bill and I 
imagine all of us pretty well understands that we do need your help 
and advice, and I really think that we would all like to have your 
advice. 

Mr. Fartey. Of course, Mr. Chairman, I think the thing that we 
are all agreed upon is that we need more funds to carry out our pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Fartey. Whether it is talking about Federal aid to make frozen 
money available or talking about duck stamps to either use differently 
or get more money, that there is such a tremendous need for added 
effort, which requires dollars to accomplish, that any one of these things 
that accomplishes the long approach, that tends to accomplish the 
program, is just very important to us. Now, if I may be permitted 
to go off the record for a moment 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Boyxtn. Now, on the record: The only thing this committee 
wants to do, and I am sure I am speaking for every member of this 
committee, not only for the Subcommittee on Wildlife, but for the 
entire Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, we just want to try 
to do something worthwhile and something constructive and go for- 
ward. At the present time Mr. Bonner, chairman of our committee, 
is doing a grand job, not only on this committee, but also on the other 
committee. And, like you say, it takes a great deal more money to do 
anything now. 

And while we are on that question, gentlemen, I think we ought to 
ask him what he thinks about this duck stamp business. That has been 
up a great many times and it has been discussed here ever since we have 
been sitting here. What do you think about it? It is $2 now. Some 
people think it ought to be up to $3, some to $4 and some of the out- 
standing sportsmen have suggested $5, which does not seem to be an 
awful lot to some of them; but for the poor individual who gets a 
chance maybe to go out hunting or fishing once a year, $5 is a large 
amount of money. But nevertheless, we certainly would like to have 
your suggestions, Mr. Farley. ’ 

Mr. F'artey. Now, our present feeling: 

Mr. Boykin (interposing). I think what we have got to do, is that 
we have got to be very frank in all that we do, and one of the things 
that we have got to do—to keep in mind—is the fact that everything 
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costs so very much more than it used to cost. We all know that. We 
voted ourselves a raise in salary. I was the only Member from my 
State that voted for it, but I am sure that the men from our State 
were glad to get it. For example, my telephone bill has been more 
than my salary. For instance, a very wonderful man called me this 
morning and he called me collect because he thought the Government 
was paying for it, and we talked for about 45 minutes, and I liked to 
have been late at this committee meeting, because he was down in 
Mobile, Ala. 

And he said, “Frank, do you pay this, or does the Government pay 
it?” 

And I said, “To be perfectly frank with you, my telephone allow- 
ance ran out the first week I was here.” 

And he said, “It did ?” 

And he asked me to let him reverse the charges but I told him I 
had never done that. 

But that is the way it is, gentlemen. It costs so much more, and 
frankly, I mean, my telephone bill has been more than my salary; and 
I think the record will show that. I know that everybody’s expenses 
aremore. I voted for the increase in pay for postal employees, because 
I know they were having a terrible time. So we are all interested in 
this, and I would like to ask you what you think about this duck-stamp 
business now ? 

Mr. Fartey. Mr. Chairman, I think I can give you the best answer 
by looking at what we have now. We have approximately $4.5 million 
from duck-stamp sales. It has been pointed out that the Post Office 
Department takes its cut of $150,000 to $169,000. 

Mr. Boykin. Do you not think that is a pretty high proportion ? 

Mr. Fartry. Two years ago when that came up, this jump from 
approximately $30,000 to $150,000, it was very startling to us. 

Mr. Boyxrn. It certainly was to me. 

Mr. Farry. And I assure you that we did not take it in a prone 
position. We sent representatives from our accounting department 
over to the Post Office Department to have a thorough discussion. 
They went over expecting that we would get—hoping that we would 
get—a material reduction, a substantial reduction in that amount. 

In all fairness to the Post Office Department, I should state that the 
report which came back from that review of their costs was such that 
we had no basis on which to make a claim for a reduction. And so, 
subsequently, as has been pointed out, a discussion has been had to find 
some less expensive way for some of the work to be done. But that 
appears to be the only relief that we can get at this time. 

The Post Office has satisfied them that the charges they were making 
were proper and honest charges. 

Mr. Boyx1n. I would like to ask you this: Do you think that you 
could get some private institution to do it cheaper? ~ 

Mr. Farry. I have no information on that. 
ddan Boykin. It always costs the Government so much to do any- 

ing. 

Mr. Fartey. I have no information that would permit me to com- 
ment on that. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I wish you would find out and let us know. 
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Mr. Miter. I think, if I may say this, Mr. Chairman, with refer- 
ence to this question, having been on the Post Office Committee, that 
the principal thing to remember is the stamps are printed ——— 

Mr. Borxrn. Yes. 

Mr. Mitrer. And the transportation and service is rendered. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. 

Mr. Miter. And I suggest that we might get the report back here 
and we can look into it. 

Mr. Boykin. I think that would be helpful. 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. You have the $140,000 which is the trans- 
portation and sales cost. I think that is a place where we can take a 
more thorough look to see what we have; and I think we can get some 
assistance from the Post Office Committee. 

Mr. Boykin. That is fine, Congressman Miller. 

Gentlemen, are there any other questions of Colonel Farley ? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. I want to vam Colonel Farley another question 
relative to the apportionment bill. Do you believe that the States 
should contribute 25 percent ? 


Mr. Farury. We think that is a very excellent basis on which to: 


distribute the funds. The principle that has been established for 
some years is acceptable and we would hate to see that abandoned. 

Mr. Miuier. You are for retaining the 25 percent ? 

Mr. Faruey. Yes. 

Mr. Miter. I say that because I am concerned with the present 
draft of the bill. Frankly, I raised the question concerning some of 
the wording in it as to whether it would continue that 25 percent. 
As far as I am concerned, I want the 25 percent in the bill, and I 
would like permission to read into the record a letter addressed 
to Mr. Boykin by John A. Biggs, chairman of the executive committee 


of the International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation 


Commissioners, in which he states, and I quote: 


On behalf of the International Association I believe I can state without equivo- 
cation that we should be glad to drop the outright grant of funds language in the 
Price-Young type of bills and replace it with the present Pittman-Robertson 
matching formula in which the States are required to contribute 25 cents for 
every 75 cents provided by the Federal Government. We feel that this formula 
has been a fair and just one and an amendment of this type would meet with our 
complete and unqualified support. We further feel that the management pro- 
vision contained in the Metcalf bill is also very desirable legislation. 

I may say the so-called Metcalf bill is one I have introduced jointly 
with Mr. Metcalf. Neither one of usis concerned with pride of author- 
ship but I believe that the matching principle should be adhered to 
and I want to point out that the International Association of Game, 
Fish, and Conservation Commissioners has no objection to it. 

Under the proposed plan, under this draft, it states that under the 
provisions of the act of September 2 there are unappropriated receipts 
totaling $13,400,000, and so on, in the Treasury in a fund for special 
aid to wildlife restoration, 20 percent of which is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated during the next year and 20 percent each year 
thereafter until exhausted. 

I think that 20 percent a year is one approach to it, I will not fight 
that too much, but will the States be able to meet and provide their 25 
percent apportionment over the next 5 years without embarrassing 
their own funds? 
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Mr. Farry. From the surveys that were made there are probably 
some States that will have some difficulties. However, the funds con- 
tinue to be available for some period and they may be able to get that. 

Mr. Mitzer. Under this proposed draft that it has been represented 
all subscribe to expect me 

Mr. Tuompson. I would like to say I have not subscribed to it. 

Mr. Mutter. I am surprised at that because Mr. Zincke, in his letter 
to me, said all were in favor of it. 

Mr. Zrncke. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Muuer. I will speak for Mr. Metcalf—I have his permission to 
do so—and say we do not agree to some of the provisions in the bill. 

Mr. Tuompson. How long would the funds remain available to the 
States if they were unable to put up necessary matching funds? 

Mr. Fartsy. They continue to be available through the second year, 
I believe. 

Mr. THomrson. Would it help meet your objection if the funds 
remained available to them over a longer period ? 

Mr. Miter. The question we have to decide is whether we want to 
go into this 5-year 20 percent a year program. I personally like the 

rovisions of Mr. Metcalf’s bill and the Department supported Mr. 
Metcalf’s bill, which would more or less set up a revolving fund. 

One of the difficulties the States get into, suppose we make the 
money available to them today, how often does the Legislature of 
Louisiana meet ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Biennially. 

Mr. Mitter. Then they cannot come in and get money for a 2-year 
period. Is that not one of the factors we have to consider ? 

Mr. Fartry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. THomeson. I had not finished my statement. I said biennially, 
and I should add except this year we inaugurated a plan of having a 
short session just because of such problems. 

Mr. Miter. It is not so much a problem where the legislature meets 
annually as when it meets biennially. These funds are needed prett 
far in advance. Every well-operated division never has very muc 
money left over as a cushion. 

Mr. Farry. That is right. 

Mr. Tuompson. In States that have the biennial sessions of the Leg- 
islature, the budgets are made up 214 years in advance in the case of 
certain activities and they must be, so that does present quite a prob- 
lem to some States. 

Mr. Miter. I would like to give this draft of the bill to Colonel 
Farley and ask him to analyze it and give us an informal report on the 
bill. Could you do that? 

Mr. Fartey. Yes, sir. I think it is understood that it will be neces- 
sary to not only clear it through our own Service but the Department. 

Mr. Mitier. How long would that take? Getting it through the 
Budget is a little trouble, is it not ? 

Mr. Fartey. It would take some little time. 

Mr. Miter. I suggest you send this down to the Department and 
ask for a report. 

Mr. THompson. You have already seen this compromise draft, have 
you not ? 











144 DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS 


Mr. Farry. I have seen some of the material. I might point out 
that there is one feature there, while it does involve the matching funds 
from the State, during the period this would be in effect under this 
proposal there would be a fixed amount each year. 

Mr. Mier. Just giving the States 20 percent a year ? 

Mr. Fartey. It was my understanding it would be distributed on 
the same basis as the basic legislation. 

Mr. Tuomrson. How would your Department feel, Colonel, on add- 
ing language which would allow those funds to remain to the credit 
of the States over a longer period by reason of their not being able to 
put up the matching funds in the stated time ? 

Mr. Farry. The main objection would be we would have two types 
oi accounting, those terminating in 2 years and those terminating in 
3 or 4 years. This is not an insurmountable thing and if it would 
make the money immediately available I would see no serious objection 
to it. 

Mr. Tompson. There are many reasons why I believe there should 
be an extension of time. The first would be the inability of the States 
to put up the matching money; and the second would be the inability 
to program the spending of that much money at one time. I do be- 
lieve there should be some extension of time on these particular funds. 
I would like to get your reaction to that in the record. 

Mr. Fartry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ceperserc. I will have to agree with that. I think unless some- 
thing is done along that line you might be rushing the States into a 
crash program that they might find is not what they thought it would 
be when they have a better look at it. 

Mr. Miuuer. I think that is right. 

Mr. THomrson. The spending of these funds would come under 
the same regulations as the spending of other Pittman-Robertson 
funds? 

Mr. Fartey. Yes. The Service gets out regularly a very complete 
report of the projects and the distribution of the money by the States. 
Because of the detailed State accounting we have more detailed rec- 
ords on these Federal-aid projects than on the duck-stamp project. 

Mr. THompson. You set up certain criteria and regulations but 
you do not have to take each project and approve or disapprove it? 

Mr. Fartey. Each project must meet the standards that are set up. 
. they meet the standards that are set up, we automatically approve 
them, 

Mr. Crperserc. If we gave them more time to get that work done, 
it would have a tendency to even up your workload. 

Mr. Fartry. Yes. 

Mr. THomrson. Any other questions? 

Mr. Miter. I think we could make some amendment to this and 
straighten it up. That is why I would like to send it to the Depart- 
ment that has to work with it. I am certain the Colonel, in his re- 
port, could make certain suggestions. If I had my way, I would say 
to him, “You write the bill and we will pass it.” 

Mr. Fartry. We will give it rush service. 

Mr. Mixer. You give it rush service and if it gets tied up in budget, 
maybe we can jar it loose. 

Mr. Tompson. In addition to your comments on this compromise 
bill, I wish you would suggest to the committee the proper amend- 
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ment to it which would allow an extension of time. I think that would 
be desirable. 

Mr. Farry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tuomprson. Do you have any further comments, Colonel, you 
would like to make before you conclude your testimony ¢ 

Mr. Fartey. Only perhaps an unfinished answer as to what is 
needed or might be considered necessary in the revenues from the 
duck-stamp sales. We are on a program which last year averaged 
about $500,000, half a million, on land purchases. The present year 
contemplates about $1 million on land purchases. If we do in 25 
years what is necessary we would have to step that up to an average 
of about $6 million a year or a little more. That represents in a way 
the added moneys that must be found somewhere if the program is to 
be completed. Along with that are the increased development and 
maintenance costs. So, very generally speaking, approximately $10 
million of new money will be needed each year for 25 years to round 
out this program. 

Mr. THompson. And your suggestion as to where to get these funds 
would be what ? 

Mr. Farry. I would rather leave that for other sources to suggest. 
I was merely pointing out the need. 

Mr. THomeson. I was asked to ask this question for the record : 

In view of the accelerated drainage of lands suitable for refuges, is 
it not more important to speed up the acquisition of lands for refuges 
rather than the development of lands already acquired ? 

Mr. Farry. In some areas that is definitely the case. In other 
areas, the current need is more urgent for a development program. 
Over the years we have had to make that type of decision, shall we 
buy more land this year or is it more important to find a place to nest 
and rest for the migratory waterfowl. In those areas where expansion 
and development jeopardize the lands that are suitable, I agree that the 
more urgent thing is to get the lands and, if necessary, delay the de- 
velopment of them. 

Mr. THompson. Congressman Johnson of Wisconsin asked me to 
ask that question. I would say, commenting on your answer, there, 
again, it is a matter of an administrative decision. 

Mr. Farry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mixer. I would like to congratulate Colonel Farley for his 
very splendid presentation. We are very fortunate in having him in 
the position where he is, in my opinion. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I think the entire committee agrees with Mr. Miller 
on what he said about Colonel Farley. He might make mistakes, like 
we all do, but he is doing a good job, doing his level best, and we hope 
he can do it a little faster, and if extra money is needed let us all work 
together for the good of this great project. 

Mr. Faruey. On behalf of the Service, I want to express my appre- 
ciation of the remarks and to pledge ourselves to try to accomplish 
those things you are helping us with. 

Mr. Boyxry. Thank you. Do we have any other witnesses? 

Mr. Farry. I have members of the staff available if there are any 
detailed questions. 

Mr. THompson. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Boykin. When do you think you will give us that report? 
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Mr. Fartey. I am unable to indicate a time but we will expedite it 
in every way possible. 

Mr. Boyxtn. I have found the Bureau of the Budget has cooperated 
whenever I have called them on anything, especially on river and 
harbors. 

Mr. Fartey. Mr. Chairman, I understand yesterday a request was 
made for a map showing the refuge program. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Fartey. This map [producing map] shows the existing refuges 
and the additional ones necessary to complete the program. 

Mr. Miter. I think it would be nice if you sent enough of these 
maps up here for all members of the committee. 

Mr. Tompson. And it should be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Miiier. Yes; it should be made a part of the record and I think 
we should like to have that in our offices. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. I would like to have one in my hunting lodge 
at McIntosh, Ala. 

By the way, have you ever been to Glenn Hawkins’ place in Grand 
Chenier, La. ? 

Mr. Farry. No, sir; I have not. 

Mr. Boyxrn. That man certainly has a great project. 

Mr. THompson. I think it would be well for the committee to plan 
to see some of those projects. 

Mr. Mier. Is there a refuge within easy driving distance of 
Washington ? 

Mr. Fartey. Yes, sir; there is a very delightful one at Lake Mat- 
tuskweet. 

Mr. Mitxzer. How far is that? 

Mr. Fartey. Just a nice day’s drive. 

Mr. Mixer. If you could arrange a trip there. 

Mr. Faruey. There are accommodations there, a converted old 
pumping plant that is a very delightful inn, and the shooting is man- 
aged by the State of North Carolina in keeping with our general 
Federal policy. We make the facilities available but the States oper- 
ate them. This is an outstanding example of that fine program. 
Horicon Marsh, in Wisconsin, is similarly operated, and a number 
of other areas, but I think this was the original development of that 
kind and we would be glad to work out those arrangements. And I 
might say the indications from the breeding grounds now are that 
you will have some birds to shoot if you go down there. It is encourag- 
ing as of now. 

Mr. Borx1n. Glenn Martin in Baltimore, I understand, has a great 
place. He invited me to shoot geese but I never did go. 

Mr. Fartey. Mr. Martin, in the last 6 months, has donated a very 
valuable piece of property for refuge purposes. 

Mr. Boykin. He isa great man in many ways. 

Mr. Faruey. And he is assisting us in securing additional acreage. 

Mr. Mrraier. I think we should go in the field and take a look at 
some of these places. 

Mr. Tompson. There is also another refuge which I have visited 
in Cairo, Ill., a very marvelous operation where the Fish and Wild- 
life Service sets the regulations. They even have pens for the 
wounded. The wounded geese come back and they are put in pens and 











DUCK STAMP AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION BILLS 147 


fed until they are nursed back to health. I have seen as many as 
40 wounded geese at one time being cared for in these pens. That 
preserve is very well run. 

Mr. Fartrey. These wounded geese are used as a nucleus to start 
new flocks in areas where there have not been any before. 

Mr. Tuomreson. I understand 1 goose that had been nursed back 
to health 12 years before was caught again on that preserve. 

Mr. Boykin. That is very interesting. Glenn Martin impressed me 
so much. I remember we had a great dinner and Dick Kleberg, who 
has just passed on, was there. He had a great game preserve at King 
Ranch in Texas. His brother is still there and some sons. 

Maybe we could take a look at Glenn Martin’s place. I think we 
ought to look at everything we can. I think this fall or winter I 
would like you to see my place. You have heard of my place? 

Mr. Faruey. I have remembered your invitation, sir. 

Mr. Boyxrn. We do have a good place but not so much for geese 
and ducks, although for some reason the ducks are beginning to come 
there to beat the band. 

Mr. Mitxer. Ducks like lovable, relaxed, benign people. 

Mr. Boyxrn. We do have a lot of wild turkeys and bobcats and 
bears, but not so many bears. 

Let us try to arrange those two trips, and this fall we will arrange 
a trip to go down to Alabama and Mississippi and Louisiana. We 
will go to Congressman Thompson’s district. Glenn Hawkins has 
one of the greatest places I have ever visited in my life. His place 
is next to the John D. Rockefeller place. 

I have a telegram from Sacramento, Calif., signed by Seth Gordon, 
director of the California Department of Fish and Game, which I 
would like to put in the record. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 

SACRAMENTO, CALIF., May 25, 1955. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 


Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Urgently request favorable consideration of proposal to allocate Federal aid 
surplus to States. We are behind international associations stand favoring 
Price bill, H. R. 162, but if that proposal not favorably considered we urge con- 
sideration of Metcalf bill, H. R. 3257. 

SETH GORDON, 
Director, California Department of Fish and Game. 


Mr. Boyxr1n. And we also have a telegram from Denver, Colo., 
from Mr. Thomas L. Kimball, director of the Colorado Game and 
Fish Department, which we will put in the record. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 


DENVER, CoLo., May 25, 1955. 
FRANK W. BOYKIN, 
Member of Congress from Alabama, 
Chairman, House Wildlife Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Colorado sportsmen and State game and fish department endorse Price-Young 
bills for allocation of surplus Pittman-Robertson funds. Also strongly urge 
40 percent of duck stamp funds be used to purchase additional wetlands for 
waterfowl. 

THOMAS L. KIMBALL, 
Director, Colorado Game and Fish Department. 
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Mr. Boykin. We have many other telegrams and letters that Mr. 
Zincke, our general counsel—and he is doing a grand job—has been 
putting in the record, and I think we have all the communications 
we have received from all the States in the Union in the record so 
everybody will know how everybody feels. 

If it meets with the approval of the committee, we will close the 
hearings on this matter and have an executive session at a later date. 
(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the hearing was adjourned. ) 
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STATEMENT By A. S. J. CARNAHAN, REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE EIGHTH DISTRICT, 
MIssouRI, ON BILLS RELATING TO THE TREASURY BALANCE OF PITTMAN-ROBERT- 
SON (FEDERAL-AID, WILDLIFE) FUNDS, AND TO THE DUCK STAMP REVENUES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
no group of citizens have been more willing to pay the bill for the Government 
programs of special interest to them than the sportsmen of America. When the 
first game protective laws were passed in the various States, in the late 1800’s, Mr. 
Chairman, the sportsmen came forward and insisted on being taxed in order to 
pay the cost of enforcing them. That system has remained in effect to this day. 
Through their hunting and fishing license fees, the sportsmen provide virtually all 
the funds being expended by the States in their wildlife conservation programs. 

Later the sportsmen asked the Congress of the United States to levee special 
fees and taxes upon them in order to provide additional funds for the wildlife 
programs. The allocation and use of two of those special funds are under con- 
sideration in the bills presently before this subcommittee. 

I should like to comment briefly on each. First, the bills introduced by Mr. 
Price, H. R. 162, and others having to do with the Treasury balance of 
$13,467,468.61 of Federal-aid wildlife funds that has lain idle in the Treasury 
since 1946: 

Mr. Chairman, this fund was derived from an excise tax on the guns, rifles, and 
ammunition used by hunters. The sportsmen of America vigorously supported 
the Pittman-Robertson Act of 1937. This act set aside the revenue from the tax 
on their sporting equipment, for allocation to the States for wildlife restoration 
projects. As very recent proof that they have paid this tax willingly in order to 
insure the future of their sport and of our wild game resources, I should like to 
remind you of what happened last year when the tax revision bill reported by the 
Ways and Means Committee of this House proposed to cut the excise tax on sport- 
ing arms and ammunition from 11 percent to 10 percent. The sportsmen, through 
their organization, came forward and asked that the 11 percent rate be kept. The 
Congress complied with their request. 

The $13,467,468.61 Treasury balance of Pittman-Robertson funds accumulated, 
as you know, because from 1939 until 1946 Congress did not appropriate the fuli 
amount of receipts. Mr. Chairman, I feel that Congress has a moral obligation to 
make these funds available for wildlife projects without further delay. 

The Missouri share of the $13,467,468.61 would be about $314,000, more or less. 
I am informed by Director I. T. Bode of our State conservation commission that 
project plans are ready and at hand to make full and efficient use of these funds, 
over and above regular Missouri allocations under the Pittman-Robertson pro- 
gram. 

Last year more than 285,000 Missouri residents bought State hunting licenses. 
These citizens also have purchased their share of sporting arms and ammuni- 
tion—because we do have game to shoot in Missouri. Part of that $13,467,468.61 
came from their pockets. 

In behalf of the sportsmen of Missouri, Mr. Chairman, and in behalf of the con- 
servation commission of our State, I respectfully urge this subcommittee to bring 
out a bill that will make idle funds available for their intended purpose. 

I am convinced that the sportsmen of my State favor the plan proposed in 
Mr. Price’s bill (H. R. 162) to appropriate and allocate to the States 20 percent 
of the $13,467,468.61 each year over a 5-year period. This would be in addition 
to the regular annual Pittman-Robertson allocations from current collections. 

I do not favor the proposal which has been advanced by General Services Ad- 
ministration to relinquish this money to the General Treasury fund. Neither do 
I favor the proposal to make the $13,467,468.61 a kind of revolving fund, never 
to really become available to the States, as recommended by the Budget Bureau. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have confidence that this subcommittee, in its wisdom, will re- 
port a good bill that will deal fairly with the sportsmen and with the States. I 
shall stand ready to support such a bill when it comes to the floor of the House. 


BILLS RELATING TO THE DUCK STAMP FUND 


Mr. Chairman, the duck stamp is another of those special taxes which the 
sportsmen of America asked for and have willingly paid. The duck hunters of 
Missouri were among those who supported the original Migratory Bird Hunting 
License Act in 1936, and who supported the amendment in 1949 that increased 
the fee from $1 to $2. It was their understanding in 1934 and again in 1949 
that the money was to be used largely for the acquisition of waterfowl refuges. 
and management areas. 

They have been disappointed to discover, Mr. Chairman, that through the years 
less than $1 out of $5 paid into the duck stamp fund has actually been used to 
acquire and to preserve the marsh areas, necessary to save the great flights of 
North American waterfowl. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service itself, only last year, stated that another 
4 million acres must be added to the Federal refuge system, which now total 
3,269,549 acres, in order to maintain our waterfowl resources. Yet from 1935 
until the present less than 250,000 acres have been acquired with duck stamp 
funds—while most of the money has been used for development, maintenance, 
and other costs of the waterfowl program. 

Mr. Chairman, again speaking in behalf of the sportsmen of Missouri, and 
specifically for the duck hunters, I recommend approval of legislation to specify 
that not less than 40 percent of duck stamp receipts be used for acquisition. 
This is a simple matter of playing fair with the sportsmen. I have been asked 
also to voice the support of the State conservation commission and of the Con- 
servation Federation of Missouri for Mr. Engle’s H. R. 37, Mr. Johnson’s H. R. 
2142, or a similar bill. 

I thank you. 


STATEMENT OF C, R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INSTITUTE, RELATIVE TO H. R. 162, H. R. 3257, AND SIMILAR BILLS 


Mr. Chairman, my name is C. R. Gutermuth. I am vice president of the 
Wildlife Management Institute, a nonprofit, national conservation organization 
devoted to the improved management of renewable natural resources in the pub- 
lic interest. Incidentally, we take some pride in being able to say that the pro- 
gram of this membership organization has been continuous since 1911. 

The institute, and literally millions of sportsmen throughout the United States, 
feel that the large unappropriated balance of $13% million in the Federal Aid 
to Wildlife Restoration (Pittman-Robertson) Fund should be made available 
to the States without further delay. It is regretted that these funds were not 
put to their intended use many years ago, when the States were even more 
desperately in need of assistance. We are grateful to the Congress, however, for 
making the total receipts of this earmarked excise tax available in recent years, 
and that a larger unobligated balance was not permitted to accumulate. 

It is obvious that the directors of the majority of State fish and game depart- 
ments favor the formula provided in H. R. 162 and identical bills which calls for 
the distribution of the unappropriated balance to the States in equal install- 
ments over a 5-year period. We appreciate, however, that divergent views will 
be presented. It is obvious that the Bureau of the Budget, the Department of 
the Interior, and some of the heads of state fish and game departments are: 
opposed to the elimination of the 25 percent matching requirement on the part 
of the States. They feel that the States should be obliged to continue to match 
the Federal funds with State funds as is required under the well-established 
and highly successful plan in the original Pittman-Robertson Act. 

If H. R. 162 receives favorable action, some consideration should be given 
to the seeming inequalities in the disproportionate allocations to the possessions. 
Under the parent act, as amended, the States receiving the smallest amounts now 
get at least five times as much money as do Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 
Under H. R. 162, those States getting the smallest allotments would receive 
only one and three-tenths times as much as these possessions, which would 
continue to receive the present full apportionment. Under the proposed formula, 
the States getting the minimum allocations would receive only 52 percent as 
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much as Alaska, whereas under the existing law they receive 78 percent of the 
Ss. 

eae seem that provision should be made for the United 

States Fish and Wildlife Service to administer this new act ; there is no provision 

for administrative expenses in H. R. 162 and identical bills. . 

The States that favor the formula in the Metcalf bill, H. R. 3257, undoubtedly 
are interested in the provision which would permit them to use the Pittman- 
Robertson funds for management purposes, exclusive of enforcement and public 
relations. Provision was made for management in the companion Dingell- 
Johnson Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act, and it would seem that both 
of these acts should be alike in that respect. The States realize that more than 
one-fourth of the $13% million surplus, or, in other words, an additional $3 
million would be available to the States this year under the Metcalf bill formula. 
As near as can be determined, the States now can expect only about $1014 
million in Pittman-Robertson funds this year, but under H. R. 3257, they would 

11 $1314 million this year. 
oe ie eet, aside from getting the $1344 million actually appropriated 
to the States, they also would know, when they are formulating their budgets 
for the coming year, exactly how much money their States would receive from 

ral aid. 
WeThe institute is not so much concerned about the manner in which the fund 
is appropriated, but the members of this subcommittee and the other Members 
of Congress are urged to distribute this $1314 million now. The money obviously 
can be put to good use in the manner intended by the sportsmen who manifested 


‘their interest in furthering the perpetuation and better management of our 


wildlife resources when they asked that the 11 percent excise tax on sporting 
-arms and ammunition be earmarked for this purpose. 


STATEMENT oF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INSTITUTE, RELATIVE TO H. R. 37 AND SIMILAR BILLS 


Mr. Chairman, my name is C. R. Gutermuth. I am vice president of the Wild- 
life Management Institute, a nonprofit, national conservation organization dedi- 
cated to the improved management of renewable natural resources in the public 
interest. The institute is one of the oldest organizations of its kind in this 
country, and its program has been continuous since 1911. 

The institute has been a stanch advocate for many years that the bulk of 
the duck stamp revenue be used for land acquisition purposes as proposed in 
H. R. 37. There is a drastic need for more wildlife management areas along 
the four major flyways, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, as well 
‘as the States, simply must do more to preserve the rapidly shrinking wetlands 
from the Canadian border to the gulf. When the sportsmen of this Nation 
endorsed, supported, and accepted the enactment of the Migratory Bird Hunting 
Stamp Act, they indicated their interest in assisting directly and personally in 
the campaign to preserve the invaluable waterfowl habitat that is threatened 
by destruction in all parts of North America. 

Normally the institute in the past has opposed vigorously any legislative pro- 
posals that would mandate a Federal agency to do the things that it obviously 
has authority to do under existing law. The institute believes that a Federal 
administrative agency should have some flexibility in the use of its funds and 
in the discharge of its duties and responsibilities. For that reason we are 
reluctant to endorse the mandatory provisions in H. R. 37. We hate to see 
such an inflexible and inelastic requirement placed on the use that must be 
made of the stamp money. However, the recent decisions of the Bureau of the 
Budget requiring the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to use the dollars 
contributed by the individual sportsmen for routine operations rather than 
for the purchase of needed waterfowl lands leaves us with only one recourse— 
to appeal to the Congress. \ 

Only $768,000 was appropriated for maintenance in 1955. In 1950, about 
$1,700,000 was available for that purpose. Consequently, last year $2,800,000 
of the duck stamp money had to be used for refuge maintenance and in 1955, 
about $3,800,000 will be used for this purpose. Not a single Federal waterfowl 
refuge is being maintained by regular appropriations today—every acre is on the 


‘duck stamp. 
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There is no question of the need for the preservation of key wetlands along 
the flyways. Director Farley of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
stated before a House subcommittee last July that “the Federal Government 
should acquire and develop 4 million acres of the remaining waterfowl manage- 
ment goal, and the States collectively should acquire and develop a minimum of 
5 million acres,” if the waterfowl resource is to be maintained at somewhere near 
the existing level. 

We hope that the Congress will in some way make it clear that the bulk of the 
duck stamp revenue was intended for the acquisition and development of wildlife 
areas that are needed in fulfillment of treaty obligations, and for the preservation 
of America’s migratory birds and the traditional sport of wildfowling. 





THE NORTHWESTERN CONNECTICUT SPORTSMEN’S 
FIsH AND GAME ASSOCIATION, 
Winsted, Conn., February 28, 1955. 


House COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: This organization is strongly in favor of bills, H. R. 2142 and 
H. R. 3895. 

Referring to H. R. 2142, we feel that it is much more important to earmark a 
substantial percentage of duck stamp money for land acquisition now than to 
spend that money in developing present holdings. We should purchase the land 
while it is still available and develop later. 

H. R. 3895 provides for the long overdue allocation of Pittman-Robertson funds. 
With this money available, the various States have the means to develop better 
hunting and fishing for the sportsman and to provide fringe benefits of other 
recreational activities and water control. 

We urge you to act favorably on these bills. 

Yours truly, 
Haroitp Morton, Conservation Chairman. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 28, 1955. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR COLLEAGUE: I would like to record my endorsement of H. R. 3257, a bill 
to amend the Wildlife Restoration Act, submitted by Mr. Metcalf. 

This bill has the approval of the Pennsylvania Game Commission. They believe 
the Pittman-Robertson funds have been a great boon to wildlife management in 
the United States and also believe that the unappropriated balances should be 
put to good uses as provided in the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Karu ©. KING, 


THE OHIO CONSERVATION CONGRESS, 
Canton, Ohio, March 29, 1955. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. CO. 


DeEAR Mr. BONNER: We note that H. R. 162, H. R. 598, and H. R. 3895 have been 
introduced into the Congress to provide for the distribution of accumulated Fed- 
eral aid in wildlife restoration funds amounting to $13,467,468.61. 

The Ohio Conservation Congress comprised of conservation groups, sportsmen’s 
clubs, federated garden clubs, VF'W, and others with an approximate constituency 
of 300,000 Ohio citizens, favors such a move. H. R. 162 was particularly endorsed 
at our recent convention held in Columbus. 

We do not favor H. R. 3257 nor H. R. 4298. 

Kindly record our position at the forthcoming hearings and certainly we will 
appreciate your good support. 

Sincerely. yours, 
BH. J. McCoy, Legislative Chairman. 
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THe Witprire Sociery, 
Washington, D. C., April 1, 1955. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Bonner: The Wildlife Society, at its 19th annual business meeting 
held in Montreal, March 14, 1955, passed a resolution urging that the Congress 
of the United States make the surplus Federal aid to wildlife restoration funds 
available to the States for wildlife restoration purposes and instructed me to 
send you a copy of the resolution. The resolution is enclosed for the considera- 
tion of your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
DANIEL L. LEEDY, Executive Secretary. 


Whereas an accumulated surplus of approximately $13,500,000 of Federal aid 
to wildlife restoration funds exists, and these unappropriated funds were col- 
lected from sportsmen for the specific purpose of restoring our wildlife resources : 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Wildlife Society urges the Congress of the United States to 
make these reserve funds available to the States for wildlife restoration purposes. 


CONSERVATION ALEIANCE, INC., 
Milwaukee, Wis., May 26, 1955. 
Hon. CONGRESSMAN BONNER, 
Chairman of the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Sik: Our organization is vitally concerned about the future of bill H. R. 
2142, which is in your committee. We feel that this bill must definitely be con- 
sidered by the legislature and also feel that it should be passed. 

When the duck stamp fee was raised to $2 several years ago, the increase was 
supposed to be used to acquire additional lands to help preserve our migratory 
waterfowl. This money has been stockpiled and is now a substantial amount, 
and we feel if it is not used it will probably be spent on activities that are not 
closely associated with the original ideas behind the duck stamp. 

H. R, 2142 is a step to make sure that a portion of these moneys are used for 
the purpose for which they were intended. The passage of this bill would help 
guarantee one of our great natural resources, and we feel your committee should 
take all possible steps to assure that it will be enacted into a law. 

We urge your committee promote this bill. 

Yours respectfully, 
W. M. Kastner, 
President of the Milwaukee County Alliance. 


MILWAUKEE, WIs., March 11, 1955. 
House MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES COMMITTEE. 


GENTLEMEN: The following sportsmen purchasing duck stamps in Wisconsin 
are very interested in seeing the H. R. 37 or H. R. 2142 to be scheduled for a 
hearing. 

We are interested in seeing that 40 percent of the duck-stamp revenue be 
turned over for the purchase of additional waterfowl areas. 

Since the State of Wisconsin contributes in excess of a quarter of a million 
dollars yearly in duck-stamp revenue we feel that the above amendments are for 
the benefit of our State as well as all others. 
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We hereby express the desire to see the bills put before Congress for further 
action. 
Sincerely yours, 

Charles W. Klinnert, 5572 North 33d Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Walter 
Klinnert, 5570 North 33d Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Herbert 
Osmussen, 4171 North 19th Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Alin 
Kruesel, 1227 H South 34th, Milwaukee, Wis.; Gordon Jungbluth, 
7904 West Bottsford Avenue, West Allis, Wis.; Lyle W. Katter- 
man, 7424 West Dakota, West Allis, Wis.; Kenneth A. Schuerer, 
3524 A North 5th Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; G. W. Corcoran, 1106 
North Chicago Avenue, South Milwaukee, Wis.; H. F. Pearson, 
209 Hiawatha Avenue, Menomonee Falls, Wis. ; M. Uremovich, 705 
South 36th Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; E. A. Wismewiki, 3353 North 
105th, Wauwatosa, Wis.; R. H. Sikorski, 3456 South 19th Street, 
Milwaukee, Wis.; John R. Dobberstein, 2235 North 36th Street, 
Milwaukee, Wis.; L. Gisseuas, 1552 South 55th Street, Milwaukee, 
Wis.; Charles Conner, Route 2, Box 252, Theinville, Wis.; Elmer 
Krauss, 3515 North Palmer Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Frank 
Kuszewski, 3313 North 28th Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Gamon 
Bauer, RFD, Richfield, Wis.; Ralph Futh, 1514 South 36th, 
Milwaukee, Wis.; Jerry Shadof, Oconomowoc, Wis.; Bob Hauf- 
meien, 2955 North 68th Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Jeff Lapham, 
2139 A North 28th, Milwaukee, Wis.; John Schmitt, 3605 North 
38th, Milwaukee, Wis.; Don Hoerchner, 3215 West Thurston, 
Milwaukee, Wis.; Fred Kinaticher, 947 North 33d Street, Mil- 
waukee, Wis.; Walter Koehn, 3561 South 85th Street, Milwaukee, 
Wis. ; Kenneth Nelson, 129 East Keefe Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis. ; 
David C. Hayman, Route 1, Box 419, South Milwaukee, Wis. ; 
Robert J. Weih, 2733 West Wright Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; 
Martin A, Hintz, 8640 West Melvina Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; 
Robert Samplaski, 1554 A South 9th Street, Milwaukee, Wis. ; 
Robert Matoh, 920 West Pierce Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; James 
Glimecker, 1547 North 12th Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Charles 
Zach, Jr., RR 3, Box 449, Thiensville, Wis.; Fred Nitschke, 1937 
North 37th Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Den Burr, 3441 South 14th 
Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Arthur Reich, 1356 South Wilson 
Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis.; Howard Keeler, 739 South 20th Street, 
Milwaukee, Wis.; Erwin Lecher, 5171 North 49th Street, Mil- 
waukee, Wis. 

Interested Waterfowl Hunters. 





Fak Rop & Gun Crus, 
Milwaukee, Wis., March 28, 1955. 
House MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sirs: The undersigned members of the Falk Rod & Gun Club would like 
to see Congressman Engle’s H. R. 37 amendment given a fair hearing before 
Congress. Our State has well over 129,000 migratory hunters who each year con- 
tribute $2 in stamp revenue. We would like to see more of this revenue put to 
use for the purchase of additional waterfowl resting areas. 


PERSE 
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We hereby request the Marine and Fisheries Committee to grant a hearing for 
the H. R. 37 amendment. 


Members of the Falk Rod & Gun Club: Ed. W. Reisner, Milwaukee, 
Wis.; Doug Nimmex, 1835 North 22d Street, Milwaukee, Wis. ; 
Ben Carlson; Charles M. Dose; Anthony Guagliardo, Wauwa- 
tosa; Frank Geracie, 2753A North Buffum Street, Milwaukee, 
Wis.; Floyd Ross, 1421 North 28th Street, Milwaukee, Wis. ; 
Norman R. Parker, 4328 North 18th Street, Milwaukee 9, Wis. ; 
Anton Johannsen, 910 North 21st Street, Milwaukee 3, Wis. ; Med- 
ford Griffin, 2049 North 34th Street, Milwaukee 8, Wis.; Clyde H. 
Letzteff, 1521 East 22d Boulevard, Shorewood; Herb Ferguson, 
846 North 22d Street, Milwaukee; Donald Carullard, 2118 North 
33d Street, Milwaukee; Hank Peters, 1514 South 25th Street, Mil- 
waukee; Runhold Kamrath, 5534 North 33d Street, Milwaukee; 
Edward Sherosky, Milwaukee, Wis.; A. W. Prodoehl, Wauwatosa, 
Wis.; George J. Waldoza, Milwaukee, Wis.; Karl W. Johns, 2363 
North 86th Street, Wauwatosa 13, Wis.; Joseph V. Kupiz, 2346 
South 32d Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Leon J. Herold, 1238 North 
28th Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Walter E. Alves, 813 South 18th 
Street, Milwaukee, Wis.; Ted Gotz, 536 South 94th Place, Mil- 
waukee, Wis. ; Norman Geiger, 3605 North 23d Street, Milwaukee, 
Wis.; Alfred Waldush, 3520 South Lenox Avenue, Milwaukee, 
Wis. ; Leonard Hinkley, Milwaukee, Wis. 


GRAND Rapips, Micu., May 24, 1955. 
Hon. Evrorp A. CEDERBERG, 
House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Statement for the record. Michigan United Conservation Clubs this past year 
and previous years at its conventions have gone on record favoring putting the 
accumulated surplus P-R funds to work in the public interest. As the sports- 
man and conservationist of this Nation are the ones who have furnished the 
funds. 

Michigan United Conservation Clubs are also on record in convention as favor- 
ing use of duck-stamp funds as expressly provided for in Duck Stamp Act. Michi- 
gan United Conservation Clubs also in favor of earmarking in future 40 percent 
of duck-stamp receipts for acquisition of waterfowl areas. 

DANIEL R. WATERS, 
Chairman, Federal Legislative Committee, 
Michigan United Conservation Clubs. 


oe 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., May 5, 1955. 
A. S. J. CARAHAN, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Conservation Federation of Missouri strongly urges support of H. R. 162, the 
Price bill releasing surplus Pittman-Robertson funds to the States and H. R. 37, 
earmarking duck-stamp funds for refuge acquisition. Hearings being held now 


Ep STEGNER, 
Executive Secretary, Conservation Federation of Missouri. 





Conway, ARK., May 5, 1955. 
Hon. Brooks Hays, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
The Arkansas Wildlife Federation is sincerely interested in the passage of 
H. R. 162. 
Dr. J. H. FLAnaain, 


63477—55——11 
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LITTLE Rock, ARK., May 3, 1955. 
The Honorable Brooks Hays, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Strongly urge your support passage bills H. R. 162 and H. R. 37. Both vitally 
important Arkansas future recreational, economic welfare. 
Duoks UNLIMITED, INC., 
By CLARENCE A, Roru, Treasurer. 








ARKANSAS WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Little Rock, Ark., May 3, 19595. 
Congressman Brooks Hays, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR REPRESENTATIVE HAyYs: As newly elected president of the Arkansas 
Wildlife Federation, I am writing to you about a most important bill and House 
resolution now before the Senate that will mean much to Arkansas and the 
nation in regard to wildlife preservation. 

This bill, Senate bill 757 and H. R. 37 will release approximately $13,500,000 
in duck-stamp money that has been held in a separate fund for acquisition of 
land for wildlife. I earnestly ask your support for S. 757 and H. R. 37 and hope 
that you will use your tremendous influence in the successful passage of this bill. 

Thousands of sportsmen in Arkansas are looking to you for help in this matter, 
because we feel that all of Arkansas Representatives and Senators will back this 
bill and House resolution to the fullest. 

Thanking you in advance for your cooperation and assuring you of our con- 
tinued support, I remain. 

Sincerely, 





Eis GILL1AM, President. 





STATE OF VERMONT FISH AND GAME SERVICE, 
Montpelier, Vt., April 26, 1955. 
Hon. WINSTON L. Provuty, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Prouty: As you will realize there have been several bills 
introduced in the lower House of Congress with reference to the 13% million 
surplus in the Pittman-Robertson funds. Offhand there comes to mind, the 
Price bill, H. R. 162, the Young bill, H. R. 598 and the Metcalf bill, H. R. 3257, 
and others. 

While the first objective is to have the surplus funds released for the purpose 
it was originally collected, you can well understand conflicts ensue as to the 
better method. Here we have always favored the Metcalf type legislation which, 
as you know, requires States to match the amount allocated to them as hereto- 
fore. We don’t believe in cheapening money more, nor do we want to encourage 
boondoggle projects. 

It has been apparent for some time that the Bureau of the Budget would en- 
dorse only the Metcalf type legislation and this they did. The Department of 
the Interior has been asked to state their views and it seems unlikely they will 
support the bill that can’t be endorsed by the Bureau of the Budget. Have heard 
that some people feel nothing will be done in this session but next year money 
will be available because of a coming election. While there may be some truth 
in this remark, I hope nothing like that happens. 

The problem is one of getting the funds released for use and I do hope you 
will help and support the Metcalf type legislation. 

Sincerely, 





GEORGE W. Davis, Director. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Sacramento, Calif., February 11, 1955. 


SoA my 


Hon. JAMES ROOSEVELT, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN ROOSEVELT: This letter will call your attention to H. R. 
3257 (Lee Metcalf, Montana) dealing with an amendment to the Federal Aid in 
Wildlife Restoration Act. 
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On behalf of the California Department of Fish and Game, I specifically urge 
that you give favorable consideration to this measure. 

This bill, if passed, would aid materially in stabilizing the Federal-aid in wild- 
life restoration fund, and would enable the States to plan their programs more 
adequately under the provisions of this bill. The bill also contains language 
which would go far toward clearing up several disputes as to how the money may 
be spent. It provides that these moneys can be used for the very essential needs 
of the game departments in the field of game management, including the man- 
agement of our deer resources. 

Your favorable consideration of this measure will be in the interests of the 
California Department of Fish and Game. 

Very truly yours, 
SetH Gorpon, Director. 





STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Sacramento, Calif., March 29, 1955. 
Hon. JAMES ROOSEVELT, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ROOSEVELT: This refers in part to my letter of February 
11, 1955, with respect to California’s endorsement of the Metcalf bill (H. R. 3257). 
Since writing this endorsement, the executive committee of the International 
Association of Game, Fish and Conservation Commissioners, after due considera- 
tion, favors the Price (H. R. 162), Young (H. R. 598), and Bible (S. 756) type of 
bill, rather than the Metcalf bill. 

I wish to clarify the stand of the California Department of Fish and Game in 
this matter, and to clear up any confusion which our former endorsement might 
have left in your mind. 

Above all, we wish to be in accord with our sister States to the effect that of 
first importance in these considerations is the allocation of the $13 million of un- 
expended Pittman-Robertson funds. We, therefore, join with them in wishing 
to explore to the utmost the possibility of enacting a bill of the Price-Young-Bible 
type. 

We would also like to have you consider the fact that the Metcalf bill contains 
a provision to expend Pittman-Robertson funds for “management purposes.” 
Language similar to this occurs in the basic Dingell-Johnson Act and it is our 
belief that such language should be amended into the Price-Young-Bible pro- 
posals. 

If Congress does not see fit to enact any bill similar to Price-Young-Bible 
measures, then we would certainly feel free to reiterate our stand in favor of 
the Metcalf bill. 

Thank you for your continued interest in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
SetH Gorpon, Director. 


Botse, IpaHo, May 2, 1955. 
Representative FrRanNK BoykKIn, 
Washington, D. C.: 
The Idaho Wildlife Federation endorses Price bill, H. R. 162, Metcalf bill, 
H. R, 3257, and duck-stamp earmarking bill, H. R. 37. 


THEO H. WEGENER, President. 


STATE oF NortTH CAROLINA, 
WILDLIFE ResourcES COMMISSION, 
Raleigh, N. C., May 20, 1955. 
Hon. Frank W. BoykIn, M. C., 
Chairman, House Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Boykin: The Honorable John A. Biggs, chairman of the executive 
committee, International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Com- 
missioners, has notified us public hearings have been scheduled for next Tuesday 
and Wednesday, May 24 and 25, on bills relating to the $1314 million Treasury 
balance of Federal-aid Pittman-Robertson wildlife funds, and on proposals to 
amend the Duck Stamp Act. 

We hope that it may be possible for your committee to give our views consid- 
eration on this. 
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We are strongly in favor of allocating this $1314 million as set forth in bills 
which propose a 5-year allocation to the States without matching funds, The 
Metcalf and Miller bills would do little or nothing to help wildlife conservation 
in North Carolina and we are opposed to them. 

We approve of the several bills to earmark 40 percent of the duck-stamp 
receipts for acquisition of waterfowl areas. 

The International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commisisoners 
represents the thinking of the 48 States on wildlife conservation matters. We 
hope that your honorable Committee on Fisheries and Wildlife will be in a posi- 
tion to give favorable consideration to recommendations of this organization 
regarding these two matters. 

With our highest esteems. 


Cordially and sincerely, 
CuiypbE P. Patron, Executive Director. 





State or NEw MExico, 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND F'IsH, 
Santa Fe, N. Mex., May 19, 1955, 
Mr. Frank W. BoykIn, 
Chairman, House Wildlife Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Boykin: Enclosed, herewith, for your information is a copy of a 
letter which was sent by the director of this department, Mr. Homer C. Pickens, 
to Congressman Lee N. Metcalf, with carbons to Senator Chavez and Congressman 
Dempsey. 

This letter states the stand this department takes in regard to the Metcalf 
bill, H. R. 3257, 

We feel sure that Senator Chavez and Congressman Dempsey would appear at 
your hearing on this matter in the event you might wish them to do so. 


Sincerely, 
Homer C. Pickens, Director. 


By Frep A. THompson, Assistant Director. 





STATE OF NEW MEXxIco, 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND F1IsH, 
Santa Fe, N. Mez., May 19, 1955. 
Congressman LEE N. METCALF, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. METCALF: On behalf of the New Mexico Department of Game and 
Fish, we want you to know that we are definitely interested in the measure pre- 
pared and introduced by you, H. R. 3257, as being in the best interest of the 
conservation program in general. 

After a careful consideration of all measures introduced, with reference to 
the $13% million surplus fund, accumulated under the Pittman-Robertson Wild- 
life Restoration Act of 1937, we believe that your bill pretty well fits the needs 
here in New Mexico. 

We are, here in New Mexico, among the lower States in the sale of hunting 
and fishing licenses and, that being the case, it is hard for us to match addi- 
tional Federal Aid funds and maintain an equitable conservation program. 

The amendment of the 1937 act to include the word “management,” liberal- 
izes the present act to where we can use the funds to a better advantage and 
it will also stabilize our program at least 1 year in advance. The general con- 
cept of wildlife management has greatly changed since 1937, when the Pittman- 
Robertson Act became law and it appears logical that now some liberalization 
of the law is justified. 

We have urged the 11 Western States to fall in line with this thinking and, 
to date, I am sure that the majority are lending their support to H. R, 3257. 

Wishing you the best of success in this legislation, I remain. 


Very truly yours, 
Homer C. Pickens, Director. 
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JEFFERSON City, Mo., 
May 2, 1955. 
Hon, FrRanxk BoyKkIN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Missouri Conservation Commission requests favorable committee action on 
H. R, 162. 
Respectfully, 
I. T. Bopg, Director. 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., 
May 5, 1955. 
Congressman FRANK BOYKIN, 
Chairman, House Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Conservation Federation of Missouri—statewide organization of 14,000 mem- 
bers strongly urges your committee approve Price bill, H. R. 162, and H. R. 
387, earmarking duck stamp funds for refuge acquisition. 

ip STEGNER, 
Executive Secretary, Conservation Federation of Missouri. 


DENVER, COLO., 
April 30, 1955. 
Representative FRANK BoYKIN, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C.: 

We wish to let you and your committee know the members of the Colorado 
Wildlife Federation are in favor of H. R. 162 and H. R. 37. We hope your com- 
mittee will give a favorable recommendation to these bills as we feel they are 
of benefit to our wildlife and fisheries future. 

COLORADO WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Harry G. Stms, Secretary. 


ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx., 
May 2, 19355. 
Hon. FRANK BOYKIN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The New Mexico Game Protective Association, representing the sportsmen of 
New Mexico, endorses provisions of Price bill, H. R. 162, as best plan for disburse- 
ment of Pittman-Robertson surplus fund. And endorse H. R. 37 to provide funds 
for acquisition of waterfowl areas. Respectfully urge favorable action on these 
bills by your committee. We disapprove provisions of Metcalf bill, H. R. 3257, 
which would amend Pittman-Robertson Act. Request this message be presented 
to your committee at scheduled meeting. 

RocGer NEILL, 
Executive Secretary. 


ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT, 
Phoeniz, Ariz., May 20, 1955. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyYKIN, 
Chairman, House Wildlife Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. Boykin: It has come to the attention of the Arizona Game and 
Fish Commission that public hearings will be held on May 24 and 25 regarding 
the $13% million surplus Pittman-Robertson moneys. 

We very much favor the passage of the Lee Metcalf bill, H. R. 3257. It is 
our sincere feeling that this bill will overcome most of the difficulties now 
encountered in administering Federal aid to wildlife projects. We are currently 
forced to operate one-fourth of the year before we actually know the total 
amount of moneys we will receive for these projects. It is also our feeling that 
the other bills may encourage capital investments that during later years some 
States, Arizona included, may not be able to provide for maintenance from 
budgeted moneys. We will appreciate very much your consideration for the 
passage of the Metcalf bill. 
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In the event the Metcalf bill cannot be passed we would encourage the passage 
of any other bill such as the Price-Young bill which may release this money to 
the various States. 

Very truly yours, 
JouHN M. HALtt, Director. 





STATE OF ALABAMA, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Montgomery, Ala., May 23, 1955. 
Hon. FranxK W. BoyxIn, M .C., 
Chairman, House Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. BoYKIN: The State of Alabama is strongly in favor of allocation 
of the $13% million of accumulated Pittman-Robertson funds as set forth in 
bills which propose a 5-year allocation to the States without matching funds. 

We also desire the earmarking of at least 40 percent of the duck stamp receipts 
for the acquisition of waterfowl areas. 

We would appreciate your favorable support of these items at the public 
hearing scheduled for May 24 and 25. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. H. DrRINKARD (BILL), 
Director, Department of Conservation. 


INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF GAME, FISH AND 
CONSERVATION COMMISIONERS, 
Seattle 9, Wash., May 23, 1955. 
Hon. FrRanK W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Boykin: I greatly appreciate on behalf of the executive committee 
of the International Association of Game, Fish and Conservation Commissioners 
the opportunity of submitting to you a statement which contains the views of 
that committee on the subject of allocating surplus Pittman-Robertson funds, 
and the various bills which propose earmarking of a percentage of duck stamp 
receipts for acquisition of waterfowl areas. The international association, as 
I believe you know, represents all the State game departments in the United 
States, as well as including in its membership the wildlife management agencies 
of the Dominion of Canada and those of other countries which border on the 
United States. It is, therefore, representative of a group which has, without 
question, the most substantial interest in these proposals inasmuch as we, as 
State agencies, are charged with carrying out management programs which 
depend materially upon this legislation. 

The association has, on several occasions, considered the subject matter of 
these proposals at its conventions, the most recent of which was a meeting of 
the executive committee of the International Association held in conjunction 
with the North American wildlife conference held in Montreal, Canada, March 
15, 1955. At that time the committee spent the greater part of one day debating 
the merits of various bills which related to these subjects. By a very wide 
margin the committee favored the enactment of legislation having to do with 
disbursement of the Pittman-Robertson surplus fund as contained in the Price- 
Young types of bills as opposed to the type contained in the Metcalf bill. 

It is our feeling that the Metcalf. legislation, while it is unquestionably a 
sincere effort on the part of Mr. Metcalf who has always been very close to 
the problems of wildlife agencies, does not equitably consider the problem. We 
feel that the $13%4 million surplus at least morally belongs to the people who 
purchase hunting and fishing licenses in the United States and who, through the 
purchase of sporting arms and ammunitions, have caused this surplus to exist. 

As you know, the provisions of the Pittman-Robertson Act have undoubtedly 
done more to make permanent good wildlife management in the United States 
than any other legislation. We feel that a wise and orderly use of the $1314 mil- 
lion would do much to enhance vital programs which are already under way. 
On the other hand, we feel that the Metcalf legislation would be bookkeeping 
subterfuge, giving the States not the $1314 million which the fund has earned, 
but rather only $3% million. We do, however, feel that both the Price-Young 
bill and the Metcalf bill contain good thinking and that probably a combination 
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of the two would result in an act which would be not only fair to all concerned, 
but which would go further toward obtaining the objectives for obtaining good 
wildlife management which we desire. 

On behalf of the international association I believe I can state without 
equivocation that we should be glad to drop the outright grant of funds lan- 
guage in the Price-Young type of bills and replace it with the present Pittman- 
Robertson matching formula in which the States are required to contribute 
25 cents for every 75 cents provided by the Federal Government. We feel 
that this formula has been a fair and just one and an amendment of this type 
would meet with our complete and unqualified support. We further feel that 
the management provision contained in the Metcalf bill is also very desirable 
legislation. 

The inclusion of the various types of management projects in Pittman-Robert- 
son expenditures would undoubtedly go a long way toward alleviating the situa- 
tion with which several western States are concerned, having to do with provid- 
ing sufficient matching money to qualify for their respective Pittman-Robertson 
grants, and in the overall, inclusion of management legislation should help to 
substantially round out the programs of nearly every State. 

Much has been made of the fact that if the entire $1314 million are granted 
over a period of 5 years that some States would not be able to match the 
money. An investigation of previous reversions indicates that this would not 
be true. Less than 2 percent of the funds allocated to the States have so far 
reverted to the Federal Government and even in the event they do revert, 
these moneys are used for very worthwhile wildlife projects by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. I, therefore, feel that this argument is not in the least a 
sound one. 

The States which are members of the international association greatly favor 
legislation to allocate 40 percent of duck stamp receipts for the acquisition of 
waterfowl areas as contained in the bills of Mr. Engle, Mr. Young, Mr. John- 
son, Mr. Moss and Mr. Reuss. We feel that it is highly desirable, if not actually 
essential, that areas which have a primary value for waterfowl habitat purposes 
in several key sections of the United States be purchased and maintained for 
these purposes. We feel that only in this way can the greatest sport of water- 
fowl hunting be made permanent and further, that by the acquisition and 
management of these areas for these purposes many waterfowl depredation prob- 
lems which have been a subject of serious concern to agricultural interests 
can be greatly minimized and in some cases completely eliminated. 

I feel that I can assure you without qualification that enactment of legislation 
on these two subject along the lines we have cutlined will meet with the approval 
of the vast majority of State game and conservation departments, and would 
also have the unqualified support of the many millions of people in the United 
States who purchase hunting licenses in order that they may seek recreation 
in this fashion. 

The sports of hunting and fishing have not only become our foremost outdoor 
types of recreation but have also become a very substantial part of the Nation’s 
economic wellbeing, as is evidenced by the tremendous sums of money that 
people who hunt and fish spend in the course of doing it. I strongly feel, partic- 
ularly as regards the $13% million Pittman-Robertson surplus, that the alloca- 
tion of the entire sum to the States over a 5 year period of time would not 
only help vitally needed wildlife management projects, but would also be an 
actual business stimulant to the country. 

On behalf of the international association I wish to extend our appreciation 
to both yourself and members of your committee for the very sincere interest you 
have taken in the enactment of progressive wildlife management legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN A. Brags, 
Chairman, Executive Committee. 


DEPARTMENT OF INLAND FISHERIES AND GAME, 
Augusta, May 23, 1955. 
Hon. Frank W. BoykKInN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BOYKIN: I have just received a wire from R. H. Johnson, of 
the executive committee of the Interstate Association of Fish and Game Commis- 
sioners, asking me to write you concerning the hearings on Pittman-Robertson 
funds, and the duck stamp bills. 
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I am enclosing a copy of a letter which I wrote to the Honorable Herbert C. 
Bonner, chairman of the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, which 
will express our feeling in regard to the type of bill we would prefer concerning 
the use of the $1314 million surplus under the Pittman-Robertson Act. 

We are quite satisfied with the allocation of the duck stamp funds. To force 
the acquisition of lands without some very definite provision for their develop- 
ment and maintenance would seem to us unwise. We recognize the current need 
for expanded acquisition of wet lands but if this is to be properly accomplished, 
additional appropriations should be provided. Generally, we feel that it is poor 
policy to earmark funds as this frequently seriously handicaps the wise use of 
appropriations. If I may be of further assistance in any way, please advise me. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Rovanp H. Coss, Commissioner. 


APRIL 11, 1955. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BONNER: I regret the necessity for delay in answering 
your letter of March 16. I wanted to discuss with other commissioners and 
directors your request at our meetings in Montreal, Atlantic City, and Boston. 

I will speak only for the State of Maine, although I believe the other North- 
eastern States, as well as New England, agree basically with the following 
recommendations : 

1. We prefer the Price-Young-Dingell type of bill, while I understand the 
Bureau of the Budget does not approve it, and this may affect the thinking of 
members of your committee and of Congress. 

2. If it is impossible to pass through Congress this type of bill, we want to be 
on record as willing to accept a second choice, the Metcalf type of bill. 

3. It is our considered opinion that this matter should be settled in this 
Congress. 

You ask for any criticism of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. We 
want to be on record as advising our complete satisfaction with the work of our 
Boston office which covers the Northeast. They should be highly complimented 
on their handling of the NENYIAC investigation, and they have at all times 
given us intelligent and capable advice and assistance. 

Best wishes for the success of your investigation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rotanp H. Cons, Commissioner. 





GRAND Rapips, Micu., May 24, 1955. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Statement for the record: Michigan United Conservation Clubs this past year 
and previous years at its conventions have gone on record favoring putting the 
accumulated surplus Pittman-Robertson funds to work in the public interest. 
As the sportsman and conservationist of this Nation are the ones who have fur- 
nished the funds. 

Michigan United Conservation Clubs are also on record in convention as favor- 
ing use of duck stamp funds as expressly provided for in Duck Stamp Act. 
Michigan United Conservation Clubs also in favor of earmarking in future 40 
percent of duck stamp receipts for acquisition of waterfowl areas. 

MricHIGgAN UNITED CONSERVATION CLUBS, 
Dante R. Waters, Chairman, Federal Legislative Committee. 





ALASKA SPORTSMEN’S COUNCIL, 
Juneau, Alaska, May 17, 1955. 
Representative FRanK W. BOYKIN, 
Chairman, Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C. 
Deak Sire: We are very much interested in two bills which, we understand, will 
be considered by the House Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee. 
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House bills H. R. 37 and H. R. 2142 would, if acted upon favorably, give us 
a definite plan of land acquisition suitable for waterfowl nesting and feeding 
areas. We feel that to delay this plan will seriously jeopardize our waterfowl. 

The bills H. R. 162 and H. R. 598 by Price and Young would, if acted upon 
favorably, enable us to put to use money which is needed for wildlife projects at 
this time. 

We sincerely urge that these measures be given a favorable report by your 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. W. "Bup” Boppy, President. 


STATE OF MARYLAND, 
GAME AND INLAND FISH COMMISSION, 
Baltimore, May 18, 1955. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoYKIN, 
Member of Congress, Alabama, 
Chairman, House Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washingion, 25, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. Boykin: I have been advised by Mr. John A. Biggs, chairman of the 
executive committee, International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation 
Commissioners, that public hearings have been scheduled for next Tuesday and 
Wednesday, May 24 and 25, on bills relating to the 13% million Treasury balance 
of Federal-aid Pittman-Robertson wildlife funds, and on proposals to amend the 
Duck Stamp Act. 

In order that your committee may have the views and recommendations of the 
Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission on this proposed legislation, I wish 
to advise that Maryland concurs in every respect with the recommendations sub- 
mitted to you by Mr. John A. Biggs, chairman of the executive committee, in 
which it is provided that the Pittman-Robertson surplus bills under considera- 
tion include H. R. 162 by Congressman Price, Illinois; H. R. 598 by Congressman 
Young, Nevada; and H. R. 3895 by Congressman Dingell, Michigan; all of which 
propose a 5-year allocation of the surplus to the States without matching funds. 

Maryland is not in favor of H. R. 3257 by Congressman Metcalf, Montana; 
H. R. 4298 by Congressman Miller, California. 

Approval is also given to the several bills to earmark 40 percent of the duck- 
stamp receipts for acquisition of waterfowl areas, introduced by Congressman 
Engle, California, H. R. 37; Congressman Young, Nevada, H. R. 597; Congress- 
man Johnson, Wisconsin, H. R. 2142; Congressman Moss, California, H. R. 4448, 
and Congressman Reuss, Wisconsin, H. R. 5140. 

It is respectfully requested that your honorable Committee on Fisheries and 
Wildlife give favorable consideration to the recommendations submitted by the 
International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners and 
its affiliated State agencies. 

Appreciating your continued cooperation and support of wise conservation 
measures, I am 

Very sincerely yours, 
ERNEST A. VAUGHN, Director. 


BALTIMORE, Mp., May 24, 1955. 
Hon. FRANK W. BoyYKIN, 
Member of Congress, Alabama, 
Chairman, House Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee, 
Room 219, House Office Building: 
Maryland in favorable position to acquire first-class waterfowl public shoot- 
ing lands with additional Pittman-Robertson funds as provided in section 4 of 
H. R. 162, H. R. 598, and H. R. 3895. 


ERNEstT A. VAUGHN, 
Director, Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission. 
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WALLA WALLA, WaSH., May 8, 1955. 

Congressman FRANK BoyKIN, 

Subcommittee Chairman, House Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 

The Oregon Wildlife Federation endorses Bible bill S. 756 and Price bill H. R 
162 on Pittman-Robertson surplus funds; also bills S. 757 and H. R. 37 on ear- 
marking duck-stamp money. 

CARL B. RAMSEY, 
President, Oregon Wildlife Federation. 





THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
DIVISION OF FISHERIES AND GAME, 
Boston, April 26, 1955. 
Hon. EpwArpD P. BOLAND, 
The House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAR Str: There is before the present Congress a number of bills which have 
to do with conservation matters particularly as they relate to fish and game 
interests, and I am reporting to you the feelings of the Massachusetts Division 
of Fisheries and Game on these various matters of legislation which will 
undoubtedly come before your attention in the very near future. In these 
matters the division of fisheries and game concurs with the International Asso- 
ciation of Game, Fish, an] Conservation Commissioners, of whom we are an 
active member and I therefore wish to report to you our feelings on various 
items of legislation which I hope you will take into favorable consideration 
when these bills come to your attention in the Congress. 

1. In regard to the unallocated Pittman-Robertson surplus moneys, we favor 
legislation of the type found in Price-Young-Dingell-Bible type of bills which are 
respectively H. R. 162, H. R. 598, H. R. 3895, S. 756; are opposed to the type 
found in H. R, 3257, H. R. 4298, S. 1172. The legislation we favor will allocate 
the surplus funds of approximately $1315 million to the States over a 5-year 
period for wildlife management projects in addition to the regular Pittman- 
Robertson allotments which are based on current year’s receipts and would 
require no matching money by the States. At the end ofa 5-vear period the 
surplus would be liquidated and the States would revert to the regular program 
as set up in the basic Pittman-Robertson Act. This legislation we believe offers 
uS many advantages and would supplement our ordinary P. R. program at an 
extremely needed time for the reason these funds could now be very well and 
wisely used by our division, particularly in the field of waterfowl and wet land 
management work in this State. 

2. We favor enactment of legislation which would earmark not less than 40 
percent of the duck-stamp funds on migratory waterfowl for waterfowl habitats 
acquisition as contained in the following bills: H. R. 37, H. R. 597, H. R. 4448, 
and S. 757. 

3. We favor legislation which would set aside 10 percent of the national forest 
receipts up to $545 million yearly for public use facilities and wildlife manage- 
ment projects on national forest lands. This legislation is found in the following 
bills: S. 73, H. R. 1823, H. R. 3140, H. R. 3667, H. R. 3742, and H. R. 4000. 

4. We favor stronger legislation having to do with stricter regulation of the 
location and operation of mining claims as found in H. R. 110 by Mr. Clifford 
Hope of Kansas. 

5. We endorse legislation relating to Federal authorities for controlling water 
pollution as found in H. R. 414 by Mr. George Dondero of Michigan. 

6. While I am not yet aware of the fact that a specific bill has been filed, it 
is my understanding from the International Association of Game, Fish, and 
Conservation Commissioners that legislation will be entered soon relative to the 
application of State fish and game regulations on military establishments. While 
this particular bill does not affect us directly here in Massachusetts as much as 
it does in some of the other States in this country, I know that the State fish 
and game departments are having difficulty in effecting proper regulations of 
State fish and game laws. I sincerely hope that when such a measure is intro- 
duced that vou will be interested in this item of allowing or making applicable 
State fish and game regulations on military reservations. Instances have been 
cited by other States that military establishments have not obeyed State regula- 
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tions having to do with the harvest of wildlife on military lands. We wish to 
lend our support to this type of legislation. 

All the above items of legislation have the endorsement of the Massachusetts 
Division of Fisheries and Game, and we as representatives of the international 
also endorse the legislation. I therefore urge that you do everything possible 
to give favorable consideration to these bills and assure by so doing you will 
perform valuable service to the many hundreds of sportsmen in Massachusetts 
who are dependent on proper national as well as statewide conservation 
legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert H. Jounson, Director. 





Ture IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
Chicago, Ill., May 18, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR MAGnuson: Mr. A. J. Bourbon of the staff of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce has saved me from an embarrassing 
faux pas by calling my attention to an error in my letter to you of May 13 
regarding S. 756 and S. 1172. Therefore, please ignore my earlier letter and let 
the record of your subcommittee show the following : 

The Izaak Walton League of America is strongly in favor of putting to work, 
in the several States, the Pittman-Robertson Act funds for Federal aid in wild- 
life restoration that have accumulated, unappropriated, in the Treasury. 

We are not prepared to say arbitrarily that we favor S. 756 as against S. 
1172. The former would allocate the accumulated funds over a period of years, 
without obligation on the part of the States to provide matching sums. The 
latter would provide for immediate distribution of the money, with matching 
action by the States. 

Our feeling is that the States should be required to match, as provided in 
the Pittman-Robertson Act, but that feeling is not so strong as to cause us to 
say we would oppose other action to the last ditch. We do believe that the 
States should be required to match, according to the law, unless there are 
unusually exceptional circumstances dictating otherwise. 

We are of the opinion that it might be difficult for some States to match the 
Federal funds, in a single year, as I now understand would be provided by S. 
1172. Our belief is that perhaps your committee should give consideration to 
distribution of the accumulated funds over a period of. say, 5 years—as provided 
in S. 756—but with the State matching provision found in the law and in 8S. 1172. 

We would like your committee to consider favorably another bill, S. 757, rela- 
tive to earmarking so-called duck stamp money for specific usage. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM Voret, Jr., Executive Director. 





CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOvuSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 1, 1955. 
Hon. FRANK BoyKIN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR FRANK: Congressman Morgan Moulder has sent me copies of resolu- 
tions he received from the Conservation Federation of Missouri with reference 
to H. R. 2142. 

I am forwarding these resolutions to you with the hope that you will be able 
to include them in the record of committee proceedings. 

Sincerely yours, 
LESTER JOHNSON. 


RESOLUTION No. 1 ADOPTED BY THE CONSERVATION FEDERATION OF MISSOURI IN 
ANNUAL CONVENTION, APRIL 17, 1955, IN JEFFERSON CiTy, Mo. 


_Be it resolved by the Conservation Federation of Missouri in annual conven- 
tion assembled in the city of Jefferson, April 17, 1955, That we do endorse and 
support the six-point legislative program of the National Wildlife Federation 
presently before Congress, to wit: 
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1. Baker bill type legislation earmarking a portion of Federal receipts from 
national-forest operations to provide improved recreational facilities and wild- 
life environment ; 

2. Legislation to earmark 40 percent of receipts under the Federal Migratory 
Stamp Act for the purposes of land acquisition ; 

3. Legislation to make it possible for the Department of the Interior to 
disburse among the States the $1344 million of unallocated surplus Pittman- 
Robertson funds; 

4. Legislation to strengthen the language of Public Law 732, the so-called 
coordination act, in particular writing into it provisions making it retroactive 
to cover projects previously approved but upon which construction has not yet 
begun, and requiring the so-called construction agencies to mitigate or replace 
in full wildlife losses involved in public-works projects for water development ; 

5. Legislation reenacting Public Law 845, the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, terms of which expire June 30, 1956, such legislation to extend the act and 
make funds available to the President’s Water Pollution Control Advisory Com- 
mittee for carrying on a strengthened program in this field ; : 

6. Legislation to eliminate spurious mining claims on the national forests; 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be provided by the executive secretary 
of this federation to members of the Missouri delegation in House and Senate, 
the offices of the National Wildlife Federation, and the chairman of appropriate 
committees of House and Senate. 


RESOLUTION No. 3 ADOPTED BY THE CONSERVATION FEDERATION OF MISSOURI IN 
ANNUAL CONVENTION, APRIL 17, 1955, IN JEFFERSON C1Ty, Mo. 


Be it resolved by the Conservation Federation of Missouri in annual convention 
assembled in the city of Jefferson, April 17, 1955, That we respectfully request of 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Missouri Conservation Com- 
mission that these two agencies jointly study the advisability of installing a trout 
hatchery adjacent to Table Rock Dam with an eye toward producing trout for 
stocking in the cold-water areas to be created by Table Rock Reservoir; Be it 
further 

Resolved, That the recommendations of the Fish and Wildlife Service that a 
hatchery water supply line be installed in Table Rock Dam at the time of con- 
struction, be brought to the attention of the United States Army Corps of Engi- 
neers with the request that they make the necessary adjustments; Be it further 

Resolved, That the copies of this resolution be made available by the executive 
secretary to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Corps of 
Army Engineers, the Missouri delegation in Congress, and the Missouri Conserva- 
tion Commission. 


RESOLUTION No. 12 ApopTED BY THE CONSERVATION FEDERATION OF MISSOURI IN 
ANNUAL CONVENTION, APRIL 17, 1955, JEFFERSON C1Ty, Mo. 


Be it resolved by the Conservation Federation of Missouri in annual convention 
assembled in the city of Jefferson City, April 17, 1955, That we request the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service to seriously consider rezoning Missouri’s Mis- 
sissippi River alluvial counties for the hunting of migratory waterfowl, with an 
eye toward affording these counties later shooting dates; this request is made in 
the knowledge that a precedent for such action has been established in the cases 
of the States of California, Nevada, and New York; it is further understood that 
studies made by the Missouri Conservation Commission reveal these alluvial 
counties of our State to be similar in character, climate, and waterfowl migration 
habit to Arkansas, Kentucky, and Tennessee; Be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be made available by the executive 
secretary to the Missouri Conservation Commission, the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the Mississippi River Flyway Council, the members of the Mis- 
souri congressional delegation in House and Senate. 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR THOMAS ©. HENNINGS, JR., oN S8..756 AND S, 1172, BILLS 
RELATING TO THE TREASURY BALANCE OF FEDERAL-AID WILDLIFE FUNDS 


Mr. Chairman, records of the Departments of Interior and Treasury show that 
a balance of $13,467,468.61 of Federal-aid wildlife funds accumulated in the 
Treasury due to failure of Congress from 1939 to 1946 to appropriate the full 
receipts under the Pittman-Robertson Act (Public Law 415, 75th Cong.). These 
funds were paid into the Treasury by sportsmen of America through an 11-percent 
excise tax on their hunting rifles, shotguns, and ammunition. 

Some 285,000 Missourians alone buy hunting licenses every year. They also in- 
vest normally in sporting guns and ammunition. They own a share of that ear- 
marked. Treasury balance. They know it is there, and naturally they are eager 
to see it put to work in constructive projects to produce more game and to create 
new hunting opportunities. 

My State, Mr. Chairman, can make good use of this money that rightfully be- 
longs to its wildlife program. As long ago as 1936 the voters of Missouri adopted 
a constitutional amendment that created a nonpartisan conservation commission. 
This commission, with devotion to the principles of scientific wildlife management, 
has developed a program that is regarded as a model by conservationists and wild- 
life experts throughout the Nation. 

A former Member of the Senate, Hon. Frank Briggs, is one of the distinguished 
members of our State conservation commission. Former Senator Briggs is a quail 
hunter and claims to know about bird dogs. Among other things he publishes an 
excellent daily newspaper at Macon, Mo. With those qualifications, Mr. Chair- 
man, and with his experience as a Member of the Senate of the United States, he 
could not fail to serve with distinction on the conservation commission. 

The Missouri Conservation Commission is ready to put its share of the 
unallocated Pittman-Robertson balance to good purpose. It has developed a 
number of combination wildlife-management and public-use projects in different 
parts of the State. These projects combine wildlife refuges and public sports 
and recreation facilities. In some places public fishing streams also are cre- 
ated. Such areas have been located reasonably adjacent to metropolitan centers. 
They serve the dual purpose of providing recreational opportunities for thou- 
sands of city sportsmen and of relieving the pressure on private farmlands. 
Many more such areas are needed. 

Our conservation commission also has developed an outstanding statewide, 
cover-restoration program, using multiflora rose, lespedeza, and other plants 
that are useful to farmers while at the same time providing habitat for wild 
game. 

I am informed the Missouri Conservation Commission has new project plans 
ready. It can put to constructive use every dollar of its share of the Pittman- 
Robertson backlog, plus the regular allocations of current receipts under the 
law. The Missouri share of the backlog would be roughly $300,000. 

In considering the bills before you, Mr. Chairman, I urge this subcommittee 
to keep in mind that this fund accumulated under a special law that was passed 
for a special purpose. The avowed purpose was to help the several States in 
constructive wildlife restoration projects. The money came willingly, I might 
say even enthusiastically, from the pockets of sportsmen. 

I urge you not to be misled by the devices of the would-be budget balancers 
who by indirection would divert this money for purposes of adding falsely to 
claims of an “economy record.” I hope you will report out a bill that will make 
the funds available, according to the time-tested Pittman-Robertson formula, 
to the several States. 


ON EARMARKING THE DUCK-STAMP REVENUES 


Mr. Chairman, I also recommend favorable action on S, 757, the bill to ear- 
mark 40 percent of duck-stamp revenues for acquisition of waterfowl marshes. 
I understand that when the original Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act was 
passed by Congress in 1934, it was generally understood that the purpose was 
to create a fund from which marshlands could be acquired for a national system 
of wildlife refuges. When the act was amended in 1949 to increase the duck- 
stamp fee from $1 to $2, it was made clear the increase was needed because of 
the increasing costs of land acquisition. Accordingly, the increase received 
enthusiastic support from conservationists and sportsmen alike. 
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Now they learn, Mr. Chairman, that of some $44 million collected in duck- 
stamp fees since 1985, less than 17 percent has been spent in land acquisition, 
including expenditures for surveys, appraisals, clearance of titles, etc., leading 
to acquisition. 

These funds have been increasingly diverted to other operations of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. Meanwhile the available areas of marshlands, without 
which our waterfowl populations cannot survive, have been disappearing as 
a result of drainage and other factors. 

Mr. Chairman, the duck-stamp tax was levied for a special purpose. BHnact- 
ment of S. 757 would prevent the fiscal experts of the Budget Bureau, who 
wouldn’t know a duck marsh if they saw one, from obstructing and undermining 
the waterfowl conservation program. It would make certain that a substan- 
tial share of the duck-stamp funds is used for their intended purpose. 

I thank you. 
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